
 

C. ENVIRONMENTAL 
ANALYSIS 



C.1  AIR QUALITY 
Testimony of Tao Jiang and William Walters, P.E. 

C.1.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

California Energy Commission staff1 (hereinafter referred to as “staff”) find that with the 
adoption of the attached conditions of certification the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project would comply with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards 
and would not result in any significant California Environmental Quality Act air quality 
impacts. These Conditions of Certification meet the Energy Commission’s responsibility 
to comply with the California Environmental Quality Act and Bureau of Land 
Management’s responsibility to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. 
 
Staff have concluded that the proposed project would not have the potential to exceed 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration emission threshold levels during direct source 
operation and the facility is not considered a major stationary source with potential to 
cause adverse National Environmental Policy Act air quality impacts. However, without 
adequate control, the fugitive dust emissions from construction would have the potential 
to exceed Prevention of Significant Deterioration particulate emission threshold levels. 
This potential exceedance of a federal air quality emission threshold would be 
considered a direct, adverse impact under National Environmental Policy Act. This 
impact would be less than adverse with the proposed mitigation measures controlling 
fugitive dust emissions during construction.  
 
Staff have concluded that without adequate control, the proposed project’s emissions 
from operation would have the potential to exceed the General Conformity applicability 
threshold for PM10. This impact would be less than adverse with the proposed 
mitigation measures controlling fugitive dust during operation. Staff have also concluded 
that the project does have the potential, after mitigation, to exceed the General 
Conformity applicability threshold for PM10 during construction. The U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management will be required to complete a General Conformity analysis for the 
selected project alternative prior to completing the project’s Record of Decision. Staff 
concludes, based on the modeling analysis contained in this Staff Assessment/Draft 
Plan Amendment/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (herein after referred to as 
“SA/DPA/DEIS”) that the U.S. Bureau of Land Management BLM will be able to 
determine that the selected project alternative conforms to the applicable State 
Implementation Plan. 
 
The Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would emit substantially lower greenhouse gas2 
emissions per megawatt-hour than fossil fueled generation resources in California. The 
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project, as a renewable energy generation facility, is 

                                            
1 This analysis has been completed solely by Energy Commission staff and has been reviewed by 

BLM. 
2 Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they affect global climate change. 

In that context, staff evaluates the GHG emissions from the proposed project (Appendix Air-1), presents 
information on GHG emissions related to electricity generation, and describes the applicable GHG 
standards and requirements. 
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determined by rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance 
Standard requirements of SB 1368 (Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission 
Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 2903 [b][1]).  

C.1.2 INTRODUCTION 

Solar Millennium, LLC (hereinafter referred to as the applicant) submitted an Application 
for Transmission and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands to the BLM on 
March 23, 2007 (CACA 049016) and an Application for Certification (AFC) to the 
California Energy Commission on September 1, 2009 to construct and operate a solar 
power plant in the Kern County, California. The project is immediately south of U.S. 
Highway 395 approximately five miles southwest of the city of Ridgecrest. An 
application has been filed with BLM for a right-of-way (ROW) grant of approximately 
3,995 acres. The total area that would be disturbed by project construction and 
operation is about 2,002 acres.  
 
This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts from the emissions of criteria 
air pollutants from both the construction and operation of the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project (RSPP or proposed project). Criteria air pollutants are defined as air 
contaminants for which the state and/or federal governments, per the California Clean 
Air Act and the federal Clean Air Act, have established ambient air quality standards to 
protect public health.  
 
The criteria pollutants analyzed within this section are nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), and particulate matter (PM). Lead is 
not analyzed as a criteria pollutant, but lead and other toxic air pollutant emissions 
impacts are analyzed in the Public Health Section of this SA/DPA/DEIS. Two subsets of 
particulate matter are inhalable particulate matter (less than 10 microns in diameter, or 
PM10) and fine particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns in diameter, or PM2.5). 
Nitrogen oxides (NOx, consisting primarily of nitric oxide [NO] and NO2) and volatile 
organic compounds (VOC) emissions readily react in the atmosphere as precursors to 
ozone and, to a lesser extent, particulate matter. Sulfur oxides (SOx) readily react in the 
atmosphere to form particulate matter and are major contributors to acid rain. Global 
climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the proposed project are 
discussed in an APPENDIX AIR-1 and analyzed in the context of cumulative impacts.  
 
In carrying out this analysis, the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) 
staff evaluated the following four major issues: 

• Whether the RSPP is likely to conform with applicable federal, state, and Kern 
County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD or District) air quality laws, 
ordinances, regulations and standards (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, 
section 1744 (b)); 

• Whether RSPP is likely to cause new violations of ambient air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to existing violations of those standards (Title 20, California 
Code of Regulations, section 1743);  
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• Whether mitigation measures proposed for RSPP are adequate to lessen potential 
impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to a level of 
insignificance (Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1742 (b)); and 

• Whether the RSPP would exceed regulatory benchmarks identified by and used by 
staff to analyze National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) air quality impacts, before 
or after implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

C.1.3 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The analysis of proposed project effects must comply with both CEQA and NEPA 
requirements given the respective power plant licensing and land use jurisdictions of the 
California Energy Commission and U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). Because 
this document is intended to meet the requirements of both NEPA and CEQA, the 
methodology used for determining environmental impacts of the proposed project 
includes a consideration of guidance provided by both laws. A significant impact is 
defined under CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any 
of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project” (Cal.Code Regs., tit.14 
[hereinafter CEQA Guidelines] Section 15382). Questions used in evaluating 
significance of air quality impacts are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
(CCR 2006). The specific approach used by Energy Commission staff in determining 
CEQA significance is discussed in more detail below.  
 
Similarly, NEPA states that “‘Significantly’ as used in NEPA requires considerations of 
both context and intensity…” (40 CFR 1508.27). Under NEPA, the agency considers 
three regulatory benchmarks in determining whether a project action would result in an 
adverse environmental impact when evaluated against the baseline. NEPA requires that 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be prepared when the proposed federal 
action (project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the 
human environment.” The three regulatory benchmarks that are used to assess impacts 
under NEPA are discussed in more detail below. 

C.1.3.1 LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS 
(LORS) 

The federal, state, and local laws and policies applicable to the control of criteria 
pollutant emissions and mitigation of air quality impacts for the RSPP are summarized 
in Air Quality Table 1. Staff’s analysis examines the proposed project’s compliance 
with these requirements.  
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Air Quality Table 1 
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards 

Applicable LORS Description 
Federal 
40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 52 

Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) requires a permit 
and requires Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and 
Offsets. Permitting and enforcement delegated to Kern County 
Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD). 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requires major 
sources or major modifications to major sources to obtain 
permits for attainment pollutants. The RSPP is a new source 
that does not have a rule listed emission source thus the PSD 
trigger levels are 250 tons per year for NOx, VOC, SO2, PM2.5 
and CO. 

40 CFR Part 60 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), Subpart Dc 
Standards of Performance for Small Industrial-Commercial-
Institutional Steam Generation Units. Establishes recordkeeping 
and reporting requirements for natural gas (including propane) 
fired steam generating units. 

Subpart IIII Standards of Performance for Stationary 
Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines. Establishes 
emission standards for compressions ignition internal 
combustion engines, including emergency generator and fire 
water pump engines. 

40 CFR Part 93 
General Conformity 

Requires determination of conformity with State Implementation 
Plan for Projects requiring federal approvals if project annual 
emissions are above specified levels. 

State 
Health and Safety Code 
(HSC) Section 40910-40930 

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource 
Board (ARB) approved Clean Air Plans. 

HSC Section 41700 Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury. 

California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Section 
93115 

Airborne Toxics Control Measure for Stationary Compression 
Ignition Engines. Limits the types of fuels allowed, established 
maximum emission rates, establishes recordkeeping 
requirements on stationary compression ignition engines, 
including emergency generator and fire water pump engines. 

Local (Kern County Air Pollution Control District) 
Rule 201 - Permits Required Establishes the requirement to obtain a Permit to Operate (PTO) 

for emission sources. 

Rule 210.1 - New and 
Modified Stationary Source 
Review 

Establishes the requirements that must be met to obtain a PTO, 
including the requirement to comply with Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT), provide emission offsets for emission 
increase above specified thresholds, provide a dispersion 
modeling analysis, an alternatives analysis, and a compliance 
certification (if applicable). 
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Applicable LORS Description 
Rule 401 - Visible Emissions Limits visible emissions from emissions sources, including 

stationary source exhausts and fugitive dust emission sources. 

Rule 402 - Fugitive Dust Limits fugitive emissions from certain bulk storage, earthmoving, 
construction and demolition, and manmade conditions resulting 
in wind erosion. 

Rule 404.1 - Particulate 
Matter Concentration 

The rule limits particulate matter (PM) emissions to less than 0.1 
grains per standard cubic foot of gas at standard conditions. 

Rule 407 - Sulfur 
Compounds 

Limits discharge into the atmosphere of sulfur compounds 
exceeding 0.2% by volume concentration calculated as SO2. 

Rule 409 - Fuel Burning 
Equipment - Combustion 
Contaminants 

Limits discharge into the atmosphere from fuel burning 
equipment combustion contaminants exceeding in concentration 
at the point of discharge, 0.1 grain per cubic foot of gas 
calculated to 12% of carbon dioxide (CO2) at standard 
conditions. 

Rule 411 – Storage of 
Organic Liquids 

Sets standards for storage of organic liquids with a true vapor 
pressure of 1.5 pounds per square inch or greater. 

Rule 414.2 – Soil 
Decontamination 

Sets requirements for the VOC emissions from the handling and 
decontamination activities of VOC contaminated soils. 

Rule 419 - Nuisance Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury to 
people or property (identical to California Health and Safety 
Code 41700. 

Rule 422 - New Source 
Performance Standards 

Incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference. 

Rule 425.2 - Boilers, Steam 
Generators and Process 
Boilers (Oxides of Nitrogen) 

This rule limits NOx emissions from boilers, steam generators, 
and process heaters to levels consistent with Reasonably 
Available Control Technology (RACT). 

Rule 429.1 - Cooling Towers 
(Hexavalent Chromium) 

Prohibits the use of hexavalent chromium-bearing compounds in 
cooling towers. 

C.1.3.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
Energy Commission staff assesses four kinds of primary and secondary3 impacts: 
construction, operation, closure and decommissioning, and cumulative. Construction 
impacts result from the onsite and offsite emissions occurring during site preparation 
and construction of the proposed project. Operation impacts result from the emissions 
of the proposed project during operation, which includes all of the onsite auxiliary 
equipment emissions (boiler, heater, emergency engines, etc.), the onsite maintenance 
vehicle emissions, and the offsite employee and material delivery trip emissions. 
Closure and decommissioning impacts occur from the onsite and offsite emissions that 
would result from dismantling the facility and restoring the site. Cumulative impacts 
analysis assesses the impacts that result from the proposed project’s incremental effect 

                                            
3 Primary impacts potentially result from facility emissions of NOx, SOx, CO and PM10/2.5. Secondary 

impacts result from air contaminants that are not directly emitted by the facility but formed through 
reactions in the atmosphere that result in ozone, and sulfate and nitrate PM10/PM2.5. 
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viewed over time, together with other closely related past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects whose impacts may compound or increase the incremental 
effect of the proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21083; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, 
§§ 15064(h), 15065(c), 15130, and 15355.) 

C.1.3.3 METHOD AND THRESHOLD FOR DETERMINING CEQA 
SIGNIFICANCE 
Energy Commission staff evaluates potential impacts per Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines (CCR 2006) . A CEQA significant adverse impact is determined to occur if 
potentially significant CEQA impacts cannot be mitigated through the adoption of 
Conditions of Certification. Specifically, Energy Commission staff uses health-based 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) established by the ARB and the U.S.EPA as a 
basis for determining whether a project’s emissions will cause a significant adverse 
impact under CEQA. The standards are set at levels that include a margin of safety and 
are designed to adequately protect the health of all members of the public, including 
those most sensitive to adverse air quality impacts such as the aged, people with 
existing illnesses, children, and infants. Staff evaluates the potential for significant 
adverse air quality impacts by assessing whether the project’s emissions of criteria 
pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM10 and SO2) could create a new AAQS 
exceedance (emission concentrations above the standard), or substantially contribute to 
an existing AAQS exceedance. 
 
Staff evaluates both direct and cumulative impacts. Staff will find that a project or 
activity will create a direct adverse impact when it causes an exceedance of an AAQS. 
Staff will find that a project’s effects are cumulatively considerable when the project 
emissions in conjunction with ambient background, or in conjunction with reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, substantially contribute to ongoing exceedances of an 
AAQS. Factors considered in determining whether contributions to ongoing 
exceedences are substantial include: 
1. The duration of the activity causing adverse air quality impacts; 

2. The magnitude of the project emissions, and their contribution to the air basin’s 
emission inventory and future emission budgets established to maintain or attain 
compliance with AAQS; 

3. The location of the project site, i.e., whether it is located in an area with generally 
good air quality where non-attainment of any ambient air quality standard is primarily 
or solely due to pollutant transport from other air basins;  

4. The meteorological conditions and timing of the project impacts, i.e., do the project’s 
maximum modeled pollutant impacts occur when ambient concentrations are high 
(such as during high wind periods, or seasonally); 

5. The modeling methods, and how refined or conservative the impact analysis 
modeling methods and assumptions were and how that may affect the determined 
adverse impacts;  
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6. The project site location and nearest receptor locations; and whether the identified 
adverse impacts would also occur at the maximum impacted receptor location; and,  

7. Potential for future cumulative impacts; and whether appropriate mitigation is being 
recommended to address the potential for impacts associated with likely future 
projects. 

C.1.3.4 NEPA AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
The NEPA air quality analysis4 considers the following three regulatory benchmarks: 

• The project would exceed General Conformity applicability thresholds for federal 
nonattainment pollutants. This regulatory threshold applies to both project 
construction and operation emissions. 

• The project would exceed PSD permit applicability thresholds for federal attainment 
pollutants. This regulatory threshold only applies to project operation. 

• The project would cause, for federal attainment pollutants, air quality impacts in 
exceedance of the NAAQS.  

If the proposed project were to exceed either of the first two of these regulatory 
benchmarks then the impacts would be considered potentially adverse and would 
require a further refined impact and mitigation analysis in order to demonstrate that the 
proposed project would not result in an adverse impact based on the potential to cause 
exceedances of the NAAQS. However, regardless of the NEPA requirements for the 
proposed project, a refined impact and mitigation analysis has been conducted per 
CEQA requirements, and that analysis and the resulting NEPA findings are described in 
detail in this document. 

C.1.3.5 IMPACTS FROM CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING 
Impacts from closure and decommissioning, as a one-time limited duration event, are 
evaluated with the same methods as construction emissions as discussed above. 

C.1.4  PROPOSED PROJECT 

C.1.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Climate and Meteorology  
The project site is located in the Mojave Desert, which has a typical desert climate 
characterized by low precipitation, hot summers, mild winters, low humidity, and strong 
temperature inversions. Total rainfall in Inyokern averages 4.18 inches per year with 
about 77% of the total rainfall occurring during the winter rainy season (November to 
March) and 14% occurring during late summer and early fall (July to September) 
thunderstorms (WRCC 2010a). May and June are usually the driest months.  

                                            
4 This is CEC staff’s analysis approach that goes beyond the minimum procedural requirements of 

NEPA. 
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The highest monthly average high temperature is 102.7°F in July and August and the 
lowest average monthly low temperature is 59.6°F in January and December (WRCC 
2010a). The applicant provided quarterly wind roses from the City of Mojave, China 
Lake, and Trona for the years 2000 to 2004 (SM 2010a), and staff also reviewed wind 
rose data available for nearby Laural Mountain (WRCC 2010a). This wind data indicates 
the highest wind speeds typically occur in the spring and summer and that wind 
directions are highly dependent on the local topography5. 

Sensitive Receptors 
The general population includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk 
from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young, 
the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. In addition, the location of the population in 
the area surrounding a project site may have a large bearing on health risk. Four 
sensitive receptors were identified within a three-mile radius of the Project site 
boundary. The nearest sensitive receptor (Mountain View Christian Academy) is located 
approximately 1.6 miles northeast of the Project. The other sensitive receptors are: 
Faller Elementary School (2.8 miles), Sanderson's Residential Care Home (2.8 miles), 
and Cerro Coso Childhood Development Center (3 miles). The nearest residential 
receptor is located approximately 2,000 feet west of the northwestern boundary of the 
northern solar field (SM 2009a, SM 2010a).  

Existing Ambient Air Quality 
The Federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act both require the 
establishment of standards for ambient concentrations of air pollutants, called ambient 
air quality standards (AAQS). The state AAQS, established by the California Air 
Resources Board, are typically lower (more protective) than the federal AAQS, which 
are established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). The 
state and federal air quality standards are listed in Air Quality Table 2. The averaging 
times for the various air quality standards, the times over which they are measured, 
range from one-hour to an annual average. The standards are read as a concentration, 
in parts per million (ppm), or as a weighted mass of material per a volume of air, in 
milligrams or micrograms of pollutant in a cubic meter of air (mg/m3 or μg/m3, 
respectively).  

In general, an area is designated as attainment if the concentration of a particular air 
contaminant does not exceed the standard. Likewise, an area is designated as non-
attainment for an air contaminant if that contaminant standard is violated. In 
circumstances where there is not enough ambient data available to support designation 
as either attainment or non-attainment, the area can be designated as unclassified. The 

                                            
5 The closest of these meteorological monitoring sites, Laurel Mountain, is approximately six miles 

south southeast from the project site but is also on a mountain about 1,700 feet in elevation above the 
project site. Therefore, the wind speeds from Laural Mountain are likely higher than the site but the wind 
directions are likely the most representative of any of the four sites. The Laural Mountain wind roses show 
winds that are the more predominant in two separate and nearly opposite arcs, the primary arc being from 
the south to southwest and the secondary arc being from north northeast to north northwest. The overall 
wind frequency for these two arcs is almost 70%. There is a large hill to the southwest of the site that may 
influence the most predominant wind direction arcs by shifting them counterclockwise, perhaps 30 to 45 
degrees, from those that occur at Laurel Mountain. 
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unclassified area is normally treated the same as an attainment area for regulatory 
purposes. An area could be attainment for one air contaminant while non-attainment for 
another, or attainment for the federal standard and non-attainment for the state 
standard for the same air contaminant. 

The project site is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) and is under the 
jurisdiction of the Kern County Air Pollution Control District. The Indian Wells Valley 
portion of Kern County within the Mojave Air Basin is designated as non-attainment for 
the state ozone and PM10 standards, and attainment for all other state standards and 
all federal standards. Air Quality Table 3 summarizes the area's attainment status for 
various applicable state and federal standards. 
 
Ambient air quality monitoring data for ozone, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2, 
compared to most restrictive applicable standards for the years between 2003 through 
2008 (the last year that the complete annual data is currently available) at the most 
representative monitoring stations for each pollutant are shown in Air Quality Table 4 
and the available 1-hour and 8-hour ozone, and 24-hour PM10 and PM2.5 data for the 
years 1999 through 2008 are shown in Air Quality Figure 1. All PM10 and PM2.5 data 
shown are from the Ridgecrest 100 West California Avenue monitoring station. All 
ozone, NO2, and SO2 data shown are from the Trona Athol and Telegraph monitoring 
station. All CO data are from the Lancaster-43301 Division Street monitoring station.  

Ozone 
Ozone is not directly emitted from stationary or mobile sources, but is formed as the 
result of chemical reactions in the atmosphere between directly emitted nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) and hydrocarbons (Volatile Organic Compounds [VOC]) in the presence of 
sunlight to form ozone. Pollutant transport from the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles 
Area) and San Joaquin Valley are considered the major source of the ozone pollution 
experienced in the eastern Kern County portion of the MDAB (KCAPCD 2005). 
 
As Air Quality Table 4 and Air Quality Figure 1 indicate, the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone 
concentrations measured in Trona have been very stable over the past ten years. The 
collected air quality data (not shown) indicate that the ozone violations occurred 
primarily during the sunny and hot periods typical during May through September. 
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Air Quality Table 2 
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Standard California Standard 

Ozone 
(O3) 

8 Hour 0.075 ppm a (147 µg/m3) 0.070 ppm (137 µg/m3) 

1 Hour — 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 

1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2) 

Annual 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) 0.03 ppm (57 µg/m3) 

1 Hour 0.100 ppmb 0.18 ppm (339 µg/m3)  

Sulfur Dioxide 
(SO2) 

Annual 0.030 ppm (80 µg/m3)  — 

24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3) 0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) 

3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 µg/m3) — 

1 Hour — 0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10)  

Annual — 20 µg/m3 

24 Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 
Fine  

Particulate Matter  
(PM2.5)  

Annual 15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 

24 Hour 35 µg/m3 — 

Sulfates (SO4) 24 Hour — 25 µg/m3 

Lead 
30 Day Average — 1.5 µg/m3 

Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3 — 
Hydrogen Sulfide 

(H2S) 1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 

Vinyl Chloride 
(chloroethene) 24 Hour — 0.01 ppm (26 µg/m3) 

Visibility Reducing 
Particulates 8 Hour — 

In sufficient amount to produce 
an extinction coefficient of 0.23 
per kilometer due to particles 
when the relative humidity is 
less than 70%. 

Source: ARB 2010a. 
Notes: 
a The 2008 standard is shown above, but as of September 16, 2009 this standard is being reconsidered. The 1997 8-hour 
standard is 0.08 ppm. 
b The U.S. EPA is in the process of implementing this new standard, which is proposed to become effective April 12, 2010. This 
standard is based on the 3-year average of the 98th%ile of the yearly distribution of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations. Due 
to this regulation not yet being effective, with a corresponding lack of guidance on impact analysis and existing background 
concentrations, staff has not completed an impact assessment for compliance with this standard. 
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Air Quality Table 3 
Federal and State Attainment Status 

Indian Wells Valley Portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin 

Pollutant 

Attainment Status a 

Federal State 
Ozone Attainment b Moderate Nonattainment 

CO Attainment Attainment 
NO2 Attainment c Attainment 
SO2 Attainment Attainment 

PM10 Attainment b Nonattainment 
PM2.5 Attainment Attainment 

Source: ARB 2010b, U.S. EPA 2010a. 
a Attainment = Attainment or Unclassified, where Unclassified is treated the same as Attainment for regulatory purposes. 
b Attainment status is for the site area only, not the entire Kern County or MDAB area. Additionally, the Indian Wells Valley is 
currently a federal PM10 maintenance area. 
c Nitrogen dioxide attainment status for the new federal 1-hour NO2 standard is scheduled to be determined by January 2012.  

Air Quality Table 4 
Criteria Pollutant Summary 

Maximum Ambient Concentrations (ppm or µg/m3) 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Period Units 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Limiting 
AAQSb 

Ozone 1 hour ppm 0.098 0.111 0.091 0.091 0.094 0.1 0.09 

Ozone 8 hours ppm 0.091 0.084 0.085 0.084 0.084 0.084 0.07 

PM10 a 24 hours µg/m3 162 47 55 65 72 57 50 

PM10 Annual µg/m3 21.5 -- -- -- -- 22.0 20 

PM2.5 a 24 hours µg/m3 -- -- 16.2 13.0 -- 17.2 35 

PM2.5 Annual µg/m3 -- -- 6.9 6.2 -- 7.0 12 

CO 1 hour ppm 3.2 2.9 2.9 3.2 2.5 2.2 20 

CO 8 hours ppm 1.88 1.72 1.54 1.60 1.25 1.04 9.0 

NO2 1 hour ppm 0.052 0.055 0.053 0.05 0.055 0.062 0.18 

NO2 Annual ppm 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.03 

SO2 1 hour ppm 0.008 0.019 0.018 0.033 0.014 0.036 0.25 

SO2 1 hour ppm 0.005 0.010 0.011 0.017 0.009 0.007 0.5 

SO2
 24 hours ppm 0.003 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.04 

SO2 Annual ppm 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.03 

Source: ARB 2010c, U.S.EPA 2010b 
Notes: 
a Exceptional PM concentration events, such as those caused by wind storms are not shown where excluded by U.S.EPA; however, 
some exceptional events may still be included in the data presented. 
b The limiting AAQS is the most stringent of the CAAQS or NAAQS for that pollutant and averaging period. 
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Air Quality Figure 1 
1999-2008 Historical Ozone and PM Air Quality Dataa,b,c 
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Source: ARB 2010c, U.S.EPA 2010b 
Notes:  
a The highest measured ambient concentrations of various criteria air contaminants were divided by their applicable standard 
and provided as a graphical point. Any point on the chart that is greater than one means that the measured concentrations of 
such air contaminant exceed the standard, and any point that is less than one means that the respective standard is not 
exceeded for that year. For example the 1-hour ozone concentration in 2007 is 0.094 ppm/0.09 ppm standard = 1.04. 
b All ozone data are from the Trona monitoring station. 
c All PM data are from the Ridgecrest monitoring station. The completeness of the 24-hr PM2.5 data is limited where only 
years 2002, 2005, 2006, and 2008 have 98th%ile values for comparison with the federal standard. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
The entire air basin is classified as attainment for the state 1-hour and annual and 
federal annual NO2 standards. The nitrogen dioxide attainment standard could change 
due to the new federal 1-hour standard, although a review of the air basin wide 
monitoring data suggest this would not occur for the MDAB. 
 
Approximately 90% of the NOx emitted from combustion sources is nitric oxide (NO), 
while the balance is NO2. NO is oxidized in the atmosphere to NO2, but some level of 
photochemical activity is needed for this conversion. The highest concentrations of NO2 
typically occur during the fall. The winter atmospheric conditions can trap emissions 
near the ground level, but lacking substantial photochemical activity (sun light), NO2 
levels are relatively low. In the summer the conversion rates of NO to NO2 are high, but 
the relatively high temperatures and windy conditions disperse pollutants, preventing 
the accumulation of NO2. The NO2 concentrations in the project area are well below the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards. 
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Carbon Monoxide 
The area is classified as attainment for the state and federal 1-hour and 8-hour CO 
standards. The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable 
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level. These conditions occur 
frequently in the wintertime late in the afternoon, persist during the night and may 
extend one or two hours after sunrise. The project area, in comparison with major urban 
areas, has a lack of substantial mobile source emissions and based on the Lancaster 
monitoring site data, the local CO concentrations are expected to be well below the 
state and federal ambient air quality standards. 

Particulate Matter (PM10) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
PM10 can be emitted directly or it can be formed many miles downwind from emission 
sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the atmosphere. 

The project site area is non-attainment for the state PM10 standards. Air Quality 
Table 4 and Air Quality Figure 1 shows recent PM10/PM2.5 concentrations from the 
nearby Ridgecrest monitoring station. The figure shows fluctuating maximum 24-hour 
concentrations patterns, and shows clear exceedances of the state 24-hour PM10 
standard. It should be noted that exceedance does not necessarily mean violation or 
nonattainment, as exceptional events do occur and some of those events, which do not 
count as violations, may be included in the data. 
 
Fine particulate matter, or PM2.5, is derived mainly from either the combustion of 
materials, or from precursor gases (SOx, NOx, and VOC) through complex reactions in 
the atmosphere. PM2.5 consists mostly of sulfates, nitrates, ammonium, elemental 
carbon, and a small portion of organic and inorganic compounds. 

Portions of the MDAB are classified as non attainment for the federal PM10 standards 
and the state and federal PM2.5 standards; however, the project site area is in 
attainment of these standards, but is a federal PM10 maintenance area6. This 
divergence in the PM10 and PM2.5 concentration levels and attainment status indicate 
that a substantial fraction of the ambient particulate matter levels are most likely due to 
localized fugitive dust sources, such as vehicle travel on unpaved roads, agricultural 
operations, or wind-blown dust7. 

Sulfur Dioxide 
The entire air basin is classified as attainment for the state and federal SO2 standards.  
Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing 
sulfur. Sources of SO2 emissions within the MDAB come from a wide variety of fuels: 
gaseous, liquid and solid; however, the total SO2 emissions within the northwestern 
                                            

6 A maintenance area is a former nonattainment area that is still subject to federal attainment planning 
requirements and General Conformity regulations. 

7 Fugitive dust, unlike combustion source particulate and secondary particulate, is composed of a 
much higher fraction of larger particles than smaller particles, so the PM2.5 fraction of fugitive dust is 
much smaller than the PM10 fraction. Therefore, when PM10 ambient concentrations are significantly 
higher than PM2.5 ambient concentrations this tends to indicate that a large proportion of the PM10 are 
from fugitive dust emission sources, rather than from combustion particulate or secondary particulate 
emission sources. 
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MDAB are limited due to the limited number of major stationary sources and California’s 
and U.S. EPA’s substantial reduction in motor vehicle fuel sulfur content. The project 
area’s SO2 concentrations are well below the state and federal ambient air quality 
standards. 

Summary 
In summary, staff recommends the background ambient air concentrations in Air 
Quality Table 5 for use in the modeling and impacts analysis. The recommended 
background concentrations are based on the maximum criteria pollutant concentrations 
from the past three years of available data collected at the most representative 
monitoring stations surrounding the project site. 

Air Quality Table 5 
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations (µg/m3) 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
Recommended 

Background 
Limiting 
AAQSb 

Percent of 
Standard 

NO2 
1 hour 116.8 339 34% 
Annual 9.5 57 17% 

CO 
1 hour 3,680 23,000 16% 
8 hour 1,778 10,000 18% 

PM10 
24 hour 72 50 144% 
Annual 22 20 110% 

PM2.5 
24 hour a 17.2 35 49% 
Annual 7.0 12 58% 

SO2 

1 hour 94.3 665 14% 
3 hour 44.2 1,300 3% 

24 hour 13.1 105 13% 
Annual 2.7 80 3% 

Source: ARB 2010c, U.S.EPA 2010b and Energy Commission Staff Analysis 
Note:  
a PM2.5 24-hour data shown in Air Quality Table 4 are 98th%ile values which is the basis 
of the ambient air quality standard and the basis for determination of the recommended 
background concentration. 
b The limiting AAQS is the most stringent of the CAAQS or NAAQS for that pollutant and 
averaging period. 

Where possible, staff prefers that the recommended background concentration 
measurements come from nearby monitoring stations with similar characteristics. For 
this project, the Ridgecrest (PM10 and PM2.5) monitoring station is located reasonably 
close to the project site and should be fairly representative of the more rural nature of 
the project site. The Lancaster (CO) monitoring station is located in a more populated 
area and is located much closer to the influence of the South Coast Air Basin, so this 
monitoring location should provide conservatively high background concentrations for 
the project site. The Trona (ozone, NOx and SO2) monitoring station, while located in a 
more remote area, has two very large nearby emission sources of NOx and SOx 
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(Searles Valley Minerals and Ace Cogeneration Company) so this monitoring station 
location should also provide conservatively high NOx and SOx background 
concentrations for the project site. 

The background concentrations for PM10 are well above the most restrictive existing 
ambient air quality standards, while the background concentrations for the other 
pollutants are all below the most restrictive existing ambient air quality standards. 

The pollutant modeling analysis was limited to the pollutants listed above in Air Quality 
Table 5; therefore, recommended background concentrations were not determined for 
the other criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, visibility, etc.).  

C.1.4.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
Staff provided a number of data requests regarding the construction and operations 
emission estimates and air dispersion modeling analysis (CEC 2009k), which the 
applicant responded to by providing revised emissions estimates and substantially 
revised and more robust dispersion modeling analysis (SM 2010a). Staff has reviewed 
the revised emission estimates and air dispersion modeling analysis8 and finds them to 
be reasonable considering the level of emissions mitigation now stipulated to by the 
applicant. 

Project Description 
The proposed RSPP is a 250 megawatts (MW) solar electric generating facility with two 
separate solar fields totaling approximately 1,440 acres. The project would utilize solar 
parabolic trough technology to generate electricity. The project would use a right-of-way 
(ROW) grant of approximately 3,995 acres from BLM. The total area that would be 
disturbed by project construction and operation is about 1,944 acres for the main power 
area and 58 acres for the transmission line interconnection.  
 
The power plant would have two solar fields, each composed of solar collector piping 
loops arranged in parallel groups connected to supply and return header piping to a 
single central power block area. The power block would be located north of Brown 
Road. The power block would be composed of its own administration, control, 
warehouse, maintenance, and lab buildings; the Heat Transfer Fluid9 (HTF) pumping 
and freeze protection system; solar steam generator (SSG); a propane fired auxiliary 
boiler; one steam turbine generator (STG); an air-cooled condenser (ACC); generator 
step-up (GSU) transformer, transmission lines and related electrical system; potable 
and treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, auxiliary 
cooling tower, diesel-powered emergency generator and firewater pump engines, and 
firewater system). 

                                            
8 This includes a review of the emission source inputs, including the type of source (point, volume, 

area) and the variables used to describe each source (emissions, height, location, temperature, etc. as 
appropriate). 

9 The heat transfer fluid in this case is Therminol® VP-1, an organic fluid composed of biphenyl and 
diphenyl oxide. During active operation the HTF cycles between a cold side temperature of approximately 
440°F and a hot side temperature of 750°F.  
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In addition to the main power generating facility, the project would also include the 
construction of a new 0.75 mile 230kV transmission line, main access road construction, 
and installation of a 5-mile, 16-inch water supply pipe line from the municipal water 
supply district. The 230 KV transmission line from the proposed project’s new 
switchyard would interconnect with Southern California Edison’s (SCE) existing 230 kV 
Inyo-Kern/Kramer Junction transmission line to the west of the project site.  

Project Emissions 

Project Construction 
The total duration of project construction for RSPP is estimated to be approximately 28 
months. Different areas within the project site and the construction laydown areas would 
be disturbed at different times over the period. Total construction disturbance area 
would be approximately 1,944 acres. Combustion emissions would result from the off-
road construction equipment, including diesel construction equipment used for site 
grading, excavation, and construction of onsite structures, and water and soil binder 
spray trucks used to control construction dust emissions. Fuel combustion emissions 
also would result from exhaust of on-road construction vehicles, including heavy duty 
diesel trucks used to deliver materials, other diesel trucks used during construction, and 
worker personal vehicles and pickup trucks used to transport workers to and from and 
around the construction site. Fugitive dust emissions would result from site 
grading/excavation activities, installation of new transmission lines, water pipelines, 
construction of power plant facilities, roads, and substations, and vehicle travel on 
paved/unpaved road.  

The annual emissions for the shorter duration offsite construction activities are based on 
the following construction durations: 

• Access Road Construction – four months 

• Water Pipeline Construction – six months 

• Transmission Line Construction – six months 

The applicant’s mitigated maximum daily and annual construction emission estimates 
are provided below in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7. 
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Air Quality Table 6 
RSPP Construction - Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

 NOx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Onsite Construction Emissions       
Main Power Block       

Off-road Equipment Exhaust 766.31 84.79 412.14 33.96 25.67 1.70 
On-road Vehicles (onsite only) 22.19 2.11 14.95 0.83 0.76 0.03 
Asphaltic Paving -- 0.00 -- -- -- -- 
Fugitive Dust from Paved Roads -- -- -- 2.82 1.28 -- 
Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads -- -- -- 430.16 43.03 -- 
Fugitive Dust from Constr. Activities -- -- -- 436.36 138.88 -- 

Subtotal - Power Block Onsite Emissions  788.50 86.90 427.09 904.14 209.64 1.73 
Power Block On-road Equipment (offsite) 493.99 57.11 432.44 79.55 44.69 0.82 
Access Road Construction (offsite)  270.55 29.91 140.51 169.31 58.29 0.57 
Water Pipeline Construction (offsite)  3.95 0.41 4.65 0.45 0.28 0.01 
Transmission Line Construction (offsite) 12.63 1.61 16.55 18.79 6.21 0.03 

Source: SM2010a, Table E.1-7, Table E.1-10, Table E.1-12, Table E.1-14 
Note: Emissions that were not added may not be additive due to occurring at different times during the construction schedule, and all 
emissions include fugitive dust as appropriate. 

Air Quality Table 7 
RSPP Construction - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/year) 

 NOx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Construction Emissions       
Main Power Block Construction       

Off-road Equipment Exhaust 88.01 9.89 46.76 4.05 3.06 0.20 
On-road Vehicles (onsite only) 2.71 0.25 1.77 0.10 0.09 0.00 
Asphaltic Paving -- 0.02 -- -- -- -- 
Fugitive Dust from Paved Roads -- -- -- 0.33 0.14 -- 
Fugitive Dust from Unpaved Roads -- -- -- 49.75 4.83 -- 
Fugitive Dust from Constr. Activities -- -- -- 51.81 16.86 -- 

Subtotal - Power Block Emissions  90.72 10.15 48.53 106.03 24.99 0.20 
Power Block On-road Equipment (offsite) 50.36 6.49 51.45 9.44 5.18 0.09 
Access Road Construction (offsite)  10.42 1.18 5.23 6.41 2.21 0.02 
Water Pipeline Construction (offsite)  0.26 0.03 0.31 0.03 0.02 0.00 
Transmission Line Construction (offsite) 0.60 0.08 0.89 0.84 0.28 0.00 

Source: SM2010a, Table E.1-7, Table E.1-10, Table E.1-12, Table E.1-14 
Note: Emissions that were not added may not be additive due to occurring at different times during the construction schedule, and 
all emissions include fugitive dust as appropriate. 
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Air Quality Table 7 shows that the maximum annual (12-month) emissions are above 
the General Conformity Rule applicability thresholds for PM10 (100 tons)10. 

Project Operation 
The RSPP facility would be a nominal 250 Megawatt (MW) solar electrical generating 
facility. The direct air pollutant emissions from power generation are negligible; 
however, there are required auxiliary equipment and maintenance activities necessary 
to operate and maintain the facility.  

The following are the stationary and mobile emission source operating assumptions that 
were used to develop the operation emissions estimates for RSPP. 

Stationary emission sources: 

• Auxiliary Boiler: 35 MMBtu per hour propane-fired auxiliary boiler used for startup. 
Daily operation would be limited to 15 hours per day at 25% load and two hours per 
day at full load. Annual operation would be limited to 5,000 hours (500 hours at a full 
load and 4,500 hours at 25% load). 

• HTF Heater: 35 MMBtu per hour propane-fired HTF heater used for freeze 
protection. The HTF heater would be limited to 10 hours per day and 500 hours per 
year. 

• Emergency fire water pump engine: 300 hp diesel-fired engine. Tested once a week, 
up to one-hour test, not to exceed 50 hours per year.  

• Emergency generator engine: 2,922 hp diesel-fired engine. Tested once a week, up 
to one-hour test, not to exceed 50 hours per year.  

• One two-cell cooling tower: Circulation rate of 6,034 gallons per minute, 2000 
milligrams per liter Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), drift eliminator with drift losses of 
less than or equal to 0.0005%, max run time of 16 hr/day and 3,700 hr/year. 

• One HTF expansion/ullage system; VOC control efficiency of 98%, limited to 0.75 
lb/hr or 1.5 lb/day, operation is estimated at 2 hours per day and 400 hrs/year. 

• HTF piping system. Assumes 3,050 valves, 4 pump seals, 7,594 connectors, and 10 
pressure relief valves. Emissions based on U.S. EPA 1995 Oil and Gas Production 
(Heavy Oil) leakage rate factors11. 

                                            
10 The emissions that would need to be included to determine General Conformity applicability are 

those emissions inside of the nonattaintment/maintenance area in question. For the proposed project that 
would include all emissions within the Indian Wells Valley PM10 maintenance area which would include 
all of the onsite construction emissions; and for those emission that overlap within the worst case year, 
most of the access road, water pipeline, and transmission line offsite construction emissions. Additionally, 
a small portion of the Power Block On-road Equipment offsite emissions would need to be included, but 
most of those emissions would be emitted outside of the Indian Wells Valley. 

11 Staff is currently in the process of determining a consistent approach for HTF piping component 
emission factors with other local agencies that are currently permitting thermal solar facilities, where light 
liquid Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI) factors are being used to estimate 
VOC emissions for other projects that also use Therminol® VP-1 HTF. Staff will provide a revised 
emission estimate for this and other emission consistency issues related to the FDOC in the 
SA/DPA/DEIS Errata/Final Environmental Impact Statement (SAE/FEIS), if necessary.  
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Mobile emissions sources: 

• Staff has included emissions for employee trips, assuming 84 employees per day 
averaging 50 miles round trip per employee. 

• Mobile emissions sources required for operation and maintenance were estimated 
by the applicant based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and operating hours. For 
example, a mirror washing cycle or event can be completed in 10 days, which would 
allow for approximately 36 washing events per year, but it was assumed that 
washing would only be required once a month during October through March and 
twice a month during April through September, for a total of 18 washing events per 
year (AECOM 2010a, DR-AIR-13). Each mobile source type has a different basis for 
emissions estimates as provided in the applicant’s revised emission estimate 
spreadsheets (AECOM 2010a). 

The RSPP onsite stationary and onsite and offsite mobile source emissions are 
estimated and summarized in Air Quality Tables 8 and 9.  

Air Quality Table 8 
RSPP Operations - Maximum Daily Emissions (lbs/day) 

 NOx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Onsite Operation Emissions       
Auxiliary Boilers 2.24 1.01 7.56 2.01 2.01 2.27 
HTF Heaters 3.89 1.75 13.15 3.50 3.50 3.96 
Emergency Fire Pump Engines 1.88 0.10 1.72 0.10 0.10 0.003 
Emergency Generators 29.35 1.54 16.73 0.97 0.97 0.032 
Auxiliary Cooling Towers --- --- --- 0.48 0.48 --- 
HTF Vents --- 1.50 --- --- -- --- 
HTF Piping Fugitives -- 4.4 -- --- -- -- 
Onsite Maintenance Vehicles 0.36 0.04 0.38 282.22 42.14 0.01 

Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 37.71 10.32 39.54 289.28 49.20 6.27 
Offsite Emissions       

Delivery Vehicles 22.62 1.67 6.39 1.72 1.23 0.03 
Employee Vehicles  2.99 3.13 29.79 6.17 2.89 0.05 

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions 25.61 4.80 36.18 7.89 4.11 0.07 
Total Maximum Daily Emissions 63.32 15.12 75.72 297.17 53.31 6.34 
Source: SM2010a, Table E.2-8b and Table E.2-7e, and staff estimate for employee vehicles 
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Air Quality Table 9 
RSPP Operations - Maximum Annual Emissions (tons/yr) 

 NOx VOC CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Onsite Operation Emissions       
Auxiliary Boilers 0.32 0.14 1.07 0.28 0.28 0.32 
HTF Heaters 0.10 0.04 0.33 0.09 0.09 0.10 
Emergency Fire Pump Engines 0.05 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Emergency Generators 0.73 0.04 0.42 0.02 0.02 0.00 
Auxiliary Cooling Towers -- -- -- 0.06 0.06 -- 
HTF Vents -- 0.15 -- --- -- -- 
HTF Fugitives -- 0.80 -- --- -- -- 
Onsite Maintenance Vehicles 0.04 0.00 0.02 19.33 2.18 0.00 

Subtotal of Onsite Emissions 1.23 1.18 1.88 19.78 2.64 0.42 
Offsite Emissions       

Delivery Vehicles 0.49 0.04 0.14 0.04 0.03 0.00 
Employee Vehicles  0.55 0.57 5.44 1.13 0.53 0.01 

Subtotal of Offsite Emissions 1.04 0.61 5.57 1.16 0.55 0.01 
Total Maximum Annual Emissions 2.27 1.79 7.45 20.94 3.19 0.43 
Source: SM2010a, Table E.2-8e and Table E.2-7e, and staff estimate for employee vehicles 

Air Quality Table 9 shows that the maximum annual operation emissions, after 
mitigation, are well below the General Conformity Rule applicability threshold for PM10 
(100 tons). However, without appropriate mitigation of unpaved road dust and 
windblown dust the annual PM10 emissions could exceed 100 tons per year12. 

Initial Commissioning 
Initial commissioning refers to a period prior to beginning commercial operation when 
the equipment undergoes initial tests. Because of this proposed project’s use of a non-
fuel fired generating technology, staff does not expect major changes in emissions from 
the facility commissioning activities compared to that of normal operation. 

Dispersion Modeling Assessment  
While the emissions are the actual mass of pollutants emitted from the proposed 
project, the impacts are the concentration of pollutants from the proposed project that 
reach the ground level. When emissions are expelled at a high temperature and velocity 
through a relatively tall stack, the pollutants would be greatly diluted by the time they 
reach ground level. For this proposed project there are no very tall emission stacks, but 
the construction and maintenance vehicles and emergency engine do have high 

                                            
12 The applicant’s revised emission estimate assumes that there is no net increase in wind erosion 

emissions for the site, which would only happen with soil stabilization mitigation, and also assumed that 
the mitigation efficiency for unpaved road travel (the bulk of the onsite emissions) would be 80%. 
Therefore, the unmitigated fugitive dust PM10 emission potential is over 100 tons/year. 
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temperature and velocity exhausts; and the boiler and heater also have relatively high 
exhaust temperatures and velocities. The emissions from the proposed project, both 
stationary source and onsite mobile source emissions, are analyzed through the use of 
air dispersion models to determine the probable impacts at ground level. 

Air dispersion models provide a means of predicting the location and ground level 
magnitude of the impacts of a new emissions source. These models consist of several 
complex series of mathematical equations, which are repeatedly calculated by a 
computer for many ambient conditions to provide theoretical maximum offsite pollutant 
concentrations short-term (1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour, and 24-hour) and annual periods. 
The model results are generally described as maximum concentrations, often described 
as a unit of mass per volume of air, such as micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3). 

The applicant used the U.S.EPA guideline ARMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD) 
model to estimate ambient impacts from project construction and operation. The 
construction emission sources for the site were grouped into two categories: equipment 
(off-road equipment); and vehicles (on-road equipment), where the exhaust and fugitive 
dust emissions for each type were calculated for particulate matter modeling. Emissions 
from onsite equipment engines and fugitive dust emission sources were modeled as 
area sources. Similar modeling procedures were used by the applicant to determine 
impacts from the operating maintenance vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust emissions, 
while the stationary sources (boilers, engines, cooling towers) were modeled as point 
sources. 
 
The inputs for the air dispersion models include stack information (exhaust flow rate, 
temperature, and stack dimensions), specific engine and vehicle emission data and 
meteorological data, such as wind speed, atmospheric conditions, and site elevation. 
For this project, the meteorological data used as inputs to the model included hourly 
wind speeds and directions measured at the Mojave air monitoring station during 2002 
through 200413.  

For the determination of one-hour average and annual average construction NOx 
concentrations the Ozone Limiting Method (OLM) was used to determine worst-case 
near field NO2 impacts. The NOx emissions from internal combustion sources, such as 
diesel engines, are primarily in the form of nitric oxide (NO) rather than NO2. The NO 
converts into NO2 in the atmosphere, primarily through the reaction with ambient ozone, 
and NOx OLM assumes full conversion of stack NO emission with the available ambient 
ozone. The NOx OLM method was used assuming an initial NO2/NOx ratio of 0.1 for all 

                                            
13 This meteorological data was approved for use by the KCAPCD (SM 2010a, DR-AIR-22). However, 

staff is concerned that the difference in wind speeds and directions between Mojave and Ridgecrest may 
cause underestimation of the downwind impacts. For example the wind rose data from Laural Mountain 
shows that the predominant wind direction arc to be shifted approximately 90 degrees counterclockwise 
from the predominant wind direction arc for Mojave, and staff believes that at the site it may be shifted 
another 30 to 45 degrees due to the local topography. This difference in predominant wind directions 
would affect the annual modeling results most strongly, as the worst-case short term conditions for any 
two three-year meteorological data sets would likely be reasonably similar regardless of the differences in 
long-term wind speed and wind direction frequencies. Staff may complete a separate modeling analysis 
using one year of more representative meteorological data if that data can be obtained, and if so would 
provide a summary of that analysis in the SA addendum/FEIS.  
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NOx emission sources. Actual monitored hourly background ozone concentration data 
(2002 to 2004 from the Mojave air monitoring station data that corresponds with the 
meteorological files) were used to calculate maximum potential NO to NO2 conversion 
to determine the maximum hourly NO2 impacts. 

Staff revised the background concentrations provided by the applicant, replacing them 
with the available highest ambient background concentrations from the last three years 
at the most representative monitoring stations as show in Air Quality Table 5. Staff 
added the modeled impacts to these background concentrations and then compared the 
results with the ambient air quality standards for each respective air contaminant to 
determine whether the proposed project’s emission impacts would cause a new 
exceedance of an ambient air quality standard or would contribute to an existing 
exceedance. 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is implementing a new, 1-hour 
NO2 standard is scheduled to become effective April 12, 2010. This new standard is 
expressed as a 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour 
concentration (i.e., the 8th highest of daily highest 1-hour concentrations). The new 
standard requires “first tier” ambient NO2 monitoring near major roadways as defined in 
the implementing language and “second tier” monitoring for regional NO2 
concentrations. Although U.S. EPA has specified NO2 monitoring requirements and a 
schedule for determining attainment status relative to this new standard, it has not yet 
developed modeling software to generate the statistics in a form that can be used in a 
compliance demonstration. Therefore, the analyses described below do not include this 
project’s impact on the new federal 1-hour NO2 standard and the conclusions reached 
likewise do not include this impact. 
 
The following sections discuss the proposed project’s short-term direct construction and 
operation ambient air quality impacts, as estimated by the applicant, and describes 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

Construction Impacts and Mitigation 

Construction Modeling Analysis 
Using estimated peak hourly, daily and annual construction equipment exhaust 
emissions, the applicant modeled the proposed project’s construction emissions to 
determine impacts (SM 2010a). To determine the construction impacts on ambient 
standards (i.e. 1-hour through annual) it was assumed that the emissions would occur 
during a daily construction schedule of 10 hour days from March through September (7 
am to 5 pm) and eight hour days from October through February (8 am to 4 pm). The 
predicted proposed project pollutant concentration levels were added to conservatively 
estimated worst-case maximum background emission concentration levels (Air Quality 
Table 5) to determine the cumulative effect. The results of the applicant’s modeling 
analysis are presented in Air Quality Table 10. The construction emissions modeling 
analysis, including both the onsite fugitive dust and vehicle tailpipe emission sources 
(with applicant-proposed control measures) are summarized in Air Quality Tables 6 
and 7.  
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Air Quality Table 10 
Maximum Project Construction Impacts 

Pollutants 
Avg. 

Period 
Project Impact 

(μg/m3) 
Background 

(μg/m3) 
Total Impact 

(μg/m3) 
Standard 
(μg/m3) 

Percent of 
Standard 

NO2 
1-hr. 193.8 116.8 310.6 339 92% 

Annual 6.3 9.5 15.8 57 28% 

CO 
1-hr 738 3,680 4,418 23,000 19% 
8-hr 153 1,778 1,931 10,000 19% 

PM10 
24 61.2 72 133.2 50 266% 

Annual 5.6 22 27.6 20 138% 

PM2.5 
24 17.4 17.2 34.6 35 99% 

Annual 0.7 7.0 7.7 12 64% 

SO2 

1-hr 2.9 94.3 97.2 665 15% 
3-hr 1.0 44.2 45.2 1,300 3% 

24-hr 0.2 13.1 13.3 105 13% 
Annual 0.01 2.7 2.7 80 3% 

Source: SM2010a, Table DR-AIR-6-3 revised. 
 
This modeling analysis indicates, with the exception of PM10 that the proposed project 
would not create new exceedances or contribute to existing exceedances for any of the 
modeled air pollutants. The conditions that would create worst-case project modeled 
impacts (low wind speeds) are not the same conditions when worst-case background is 
expected. Additionally, the worst-case PM10 impacts occur at the fence line and drop 
off quickly with distance from the fence line. In light of the existing PM10 non-attainment 
status for the project site area, staff considers the construction PM10 emissions to be 
potentially CEQA significant and recommends that the off-road equipment and fugitive 
dust PM10 emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA.  
 
In light of the existing ozone non-attainment status for the project site area, staff 
considers the construction NOx and VOC emissions to be potentially CEQA significant 
and recommends that the off-road equipment NOx and VOC emissions be mitigated 
pursuant to CEQA. 

Staff concludes with implementation of staff-proposed mitigation measures the 
construction impacts would not contribute substantially to exceedances of PM10 or 
ozone standards. 

The modeling analysis shows that, after implementation of the recommended emission 
mitigation measures, the proposed project’s construction is not predicted to cause new 
exceedances of the NAAQS. Therefore, staff determined that no adverse NEPA impacts 
would occur after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. 

Construction Mitigation 

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation 
To mitigate the impacts due to construction of the facility, the applicant has stipulated to 
staff’s previously recommended construction mitigation measures AQ-SC1 through 
AQ-SC5 for other large solar projects (SM 2009a, Section 5.2.5.1). 
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Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation 
Staff generally concurs with the applicant’s proposed stipulation to staff conditions 
AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5. 

Staff Proposed Mitigation 
Staff recommends the applicant’s proposed construction mitigation be formalized, with 
minor modifications that update the measures to meet current staff recommendations, in 
staff Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5. Staff has determined that the 
proposed conditions of certification would mitigate all construction air quality impacts of 
the proposed project to less than significant levels pursuant to CEQA. 
 
Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics 
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to 
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality. 

Operation Impacts and Mitigation 
The following section discusses the proposed project’s direct operating ambient air 
quality impacts, as estimated by the applicant, and evaluated by staff. Additionally, this 
section discusses the recommended mitigation measures. 

Operation Modeling Analysis 
Using estimated peak hourly, daily and annual operating emissions, the applicant 
modeled the proposed project’s operation emissions to determine impacts (SM 2010a). 
The predicted proposed project pollutant concentration levels for all pollutants except 1-
hour NO2, were added to conservatively estimated worst-case maximum background 
concentration levels (Air Quality Table 5) to determine the cumulative effect. For 1-
hour NO2 the applicant provided modeling results for the nine highest modeled hourly 
concentrations (all of the modeled hours that would exceed the State 1-hour standard if 
matched with the absolute worst-case background concentration) with the actual 
matching hourly background NO2 concentration to estimate the worst-case cumulative 
concentration. Air Quality Table 11 presents the results of the applicant’s modeling 
analysis. The operation modeling analysis includes emissions from the stationary 
sources and the onsite fugitive dust and vehicle tailpipe emission sources estimated by 
the applicant, which all include the applicant’s proposed control measures, and that are 
summarized in Air Quality Tables 8 and 9. 
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Air Quality Table 11 
Project Operation Emission Impacts 

Pollutants 
Avg. 

Period 
Project Impact 

(μg/m3) 
Background 

(μg/m3) 
Total Impact 

(μg/m3) 
Standard 
(μg/m3) 

Percent of 
Standard 

NO2 
1-hr. 302.0 11.3 313.2 339 92% 

Annual 0.1 9.5 9.6 57 17% 

CO 
1-hr 1,605 3,680 5,285 23,000 23% 
8-hr 359 1,778 2137 10,000 21% 

PM10 
24 39.2 72 111.2 50 222% 

Annual 3.0 22 25 20 125% 

PM2.5 
24 4.9 17.2 22.1 35 63% 

Annual 0.3 7 7.3 12 61% 

SO2 

1-hr 11.3 94.3 105.6 665 16% 
3-hr 7.8 44.2 52.0 1,300 4% 

24-hr 0.6 13.1 13.7 105 13% 
Annual 0.04 2.7 2.74 80 3% 

Source: SM2010a, Table DR-AIR-6-3 revised, and Table DR-AIR-6-5. 

This modeling analysis indicates, with the exception of 24-hour and annual PM10 
impacts that the proposed project would not create new exceedances or contribute to 
existing exceedances for any of the modeled air pollutants. The conditions that would 
create worst-case project modeled impacts (low wind speeds) are not the same 
conditions when worst-case background is expected for PM10/PM2.5. Additionally, the 
worst-case PM2.5 and PM10 impacts occur at the fence line and drop off quickly with 
distance from the fence line. Therefore, staff concludes that the operation impacts, 
when considering staff’s mitigation measures, would not contribute substantially to 
exceedances of the PM10 CAAQS. 
 
Staff also notes that the proposed project’s maximum modeled 1-hour NO2 
concentration, using the NOx OLM modeling procedure, is almost entirely from the fire 
pump engine that is tested infrequently and the maximum impact occurs at the facility 
fence line, only 30 meters from the engine stack. The NOx OLM method assumes 
immediate, full conversion of NO to NO2 in proportion to the amount of available ozone 
for that hour regardless of time or distance from the stack. In this case that assumption 
is overly conservative and overstates the 1-hour NO2 impacts from the proposed project 
and fire water pump engine because the actual NO to NO2 conversion in such a short 
distance from the stack would be essentially zero. 

However, in light of the existing PM10 and ozone non-attainment status for the project 
site area, staff considers the operation NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be potentially 
CEQA significant and recommends that the off-road equipment and fugitive dust 
emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. 

The modeling analysis shows that, after implementation of the recommended emission 
mitigation measures, the proposed project’s operation is not predicted to cause new 
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exceedances of the NAAQS. Therefore, it has been determined that no adverse NEPA 
impacts would occur after implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. 

Operation Mitigation 

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation 

Emission Controls 
As discussed in the air quality section of the AFC and Data Reponses (SM2009a, 
SM2010a), the applicant proposes the following Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) emission controls on the stationary equipment associated with the RSPP: 

Auxiliary Boiler 
The applicant has proposed one 35 MMBtu per hour auxiliary boiler, which would be 
fired on propane, and would be equipped with an ultra-low NOx burner. The daily 
operation the boiler is limited to 15 hours per day at 25% load and two hours per day at 
full load. Annual operation of the boiler is limited to 5,000 hours per year with a duty 
cycle of 10% (500 hours) at full load and 90% (4,500 hours) at 25% load. The proposed 
boiler would have the following emission limits: 

• NOx:  0.39 lb/hour (9 ppm @ 3% Oxygen) 

• CO:  1.31 lb/hour (50 ppm @ 3% Oxygen) 

• VOC:   0.18 lb/hour 

• PM10/PM2.5: 0.35 lb/hour 

• SO2:  0.40 lb/hour 

HTF Heater 
The applicant has proposed one 35 MMBtu per hour HTF heater, which would be fired 
on propane, and would be equipped with an ultra-low NOx burner. The operation of 
each HTF heater is limited to 10 hours per day and 500 hours per year. The proposed 
heater would have the following emission limits: 

• NOx:  0.39 lb/hour (9 ppm @ 3% Oxygen) 

• CO:  1.31 lb/hour (50 ppm @ 3% Oxygen) 

• VOC:  0.18 lb/hour 

• PM10/PM2.5: 0.35 lb/hour 

• SO2:  0.40 lb/hour 

Emergency Generator Engine 
The applicant has proposed one 2,922 brake horsepower (bhp) emergency generator 
engine, which would be fired on ARB diesel fuel. The applicant has proposed an 
ARB/EPA Tier 2 engine, compliant with the New Source Performance Standards, 
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Subpart IIII Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal 
Combustion Engines, for the emergency generator engine. The proposed ARB/EPA 
Tier 2 engine would have the following emission guarantees: 

• NMHC + NOx:  4.8 gram/bhp-hour  

• CO:   2.6 gram/bhp-hour 

• PM10/PM2.5: 0.20 gram/bhp-hour 

• SOx  ARB diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur) 

Fire Water Pump Engine 
The applicant has proposed one 300 bhp fire water pump engine, which would be fired 
on ARB diesel fuel. The applicant has proposed an ARB/EPA Tier 3 engine, compliant 
with the New Source Performance Standards, Subpart IIII Standards of Performance for 
Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines, for the fire water pump 
engine. The proposed ARB/EPA Tier 3 engine would have the following emission 
guarantees: 

• NMHC + NOx: 3.0 gram/bhp-hour 

• CO:  2.6 gram/bhp-hour 

• PM10/PM2.5: 0.15 gram/bhp-hour 

• SOx  ARB diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur)  

Cooling Tower 
The applicant has proposed one two-cell cooling tower, which is used for auxiliary 
equipment cooling. The cooling tower would have a high efficiency drift eliminator 
guaranteed to control drift to 0.0005% of the water recirculation rate. Additionally, the 
cooling tower recirculating water would be controlled to a maximum total dissolved 
solids content of 2,000 ppm. The cooling tower would have the following emission limits: 

• PM10/PM2.5: 0.03 lb/hour, 0.48 lb/day, 0.06 tons/year 

HTF Expansion Tank Vent 
The applicant has proposed one HTF ullage tank system for the project. The HTF 
breaks down over time and these breakdown products need to be released to maintain 
the working composition of the HTF. The breakdown products are a mixture of higher 
and lower boiling organic compounds (VOC) that are vented in order to remove them 
from the HTF mixture. The VOC emissions would be controlled with two carbon 
canisters in series with an efficiency of 98%. VOC emissions would be limited to a 
maximum of 0.75 lb/hr after control, and the HTF ullage tank would be vented a 
maximum of two hours per day and 400 hours/year: 

• VOC:  98% control efficiency (0.75 lb/hour, 1.50 lb/day, 0.15 tons/yr) 

HTF Piping Systems 
The HTF piping system is composed of a number of piping components (pump seals, 
valves, pressure relief vents, flanges, etc.). These components would leak hot HTF that 
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would evaporate and cause VOC emissions. The applicant is proposing maintenance 
inspections and repair of the piping system to reduce HTF leaks. 

Operation and Maintenance Vehicles 
The applicant has stipulated to conditions recommended by staff on other recent large 
solar power projects to control maintenance vehicle emissions, which states the 
following vehicle requirements: 

• The project owner will use gasoline powered light trucks, equivalent of the Ford 
F150 model, for facility maintenance, except for mirror washing, welding rigs, or 
other specific activities which require a larger vehicle; 

• Only new trucks meeting California on-road vehicle emission standards will be 
purchased for use at the site; and 

• In addition, only electrical powered all-terrain vehicles or other low-emission vehicles 
will be used to support the maintenance crew within the facility.  

The applicant has also stipulated to staff’s previously recommended fugitive dust control 
condition for operation that includes the same mitigation measures as required during 
construction, as appropriate. 

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation 
Staff concurs with the District’s preliminary determination that the proposed project’s 
stationary source proposed emission controls/emission levels for criteria pollutants meet 
regulatory requirements and that the proposed stationary source emission levels are 
reduced adequately. 

Additionally, staff generally agrees that the applicant’s proposed fugitive dust mitigation 
measures would provide adequate fugitive dust emission control. 

Staff Proposed Mitigation 
As mentioned earlier in the discussions of the ozone and PM10 impacts, staff concludes 
that the proposed project’s direct stationary source ozone precursor and PM10 
emissions are minimal, but when combined with the maintenance vehicles emissions 
could be significant. Additionally, staff believes that a solar renewable project, which 
would have a 30-year life in a setting likely to continue to be impacted by both local and 
upwind emission sources, should address its contribution to the potentially ongoing 
nonattainment of the PM10 and ozone standards. Staff concludes that the applicant’s 
proposed mitigation measures, that mirror staff’s current mitigation requirements for 
other large solar projects, would adequately mitigate the proposed project’s stationary 
source, mobile equipment, and fugitive dust emissions. Therefore, staff recommends 
the operating mitigation be formalized, with minor modifications to meet current staff 
recommendations, in staff Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7. 

Staff is also proposing Condition of Certification AQ-SC8 to ensure that the Energy 
Commission license is amended as necessary to incorporate changes to the air quality 
permits. 
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Staff has determined that the proposed emission controls and emission levels, along 
with the applicant proposed and staff recommended emission mitigation measures, 
would mitigate all proposed project air quality impacts to less than significant pursuant 
to CEQA. 

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics 
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s direct air quality impacts have been reduced to 
less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality. 

Indirect Pollutant and Secondary Pollutant Impacts 
The proposed project would have direct emissions of chemically reactive pollutants 
(NOx, SOx, and VOC), but would also have indirect emission reductions associated with 
the reduction of fossil-fuel fired power plant emissions due to the proposed project 
displacing the need for their operation, since solar renewable energy facilities would 
operate on a must-take basis14. However, the exact nature and location of such 
reductions is not known, so the discussion below focuses on the direct emissions from 
the proposed project within the Indian Wells Valley portion of the Mojave Desert Air 
Basin.  

Ozone Impacts 
There are air dispersion models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they 
are used for regional planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are 
input into the model to determine ozone impacts. There are no regulatory agency 
models approved for assessing single source ozone impacts. However, because of the 
known relationship of NOx and VOC emissions to ozone formation, it can be said that 
the emissions of NOx and VOC from the RSPP do have the potential (if left unmitigated) 
to contribute to higher ozone levels in the region. These impacts would be cumulatively 
significant under CEQA because they would contribute to ongoing violations of the state 
ozone ambient air quality standards.  

PM2.5 Impacts 
Secondary particulate formation, which is assumed to be 100% PM2.5, is the process of 
conversion from gaseous reactants to particulate products. The process of gas-to-
particulate conversion, which occurs downwind from the point of emission, is complex 
and depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of air 
pollutants. The basic process assumes that the SOx and NOx emissions are converted 
into sulfuric acid and nitric acid first and then react with ambient ammonia to form 
sulfate and nitrate. The sulfuric acid reacts with ammonia much faster than nitric acid 
and converts completely and irreversibly to particulate form. Nitric acid reacts with 
ammonia to form both a particulate and a gas phase of ammonium nitrate. The 
particulate phase would tend to fall out; however, the gas phase can revert back to 
ammonia and nitric acid. Thus, under the right conditions, ammonium nitrate and nitric 
acid establish a balance of concentrations in the ambient air. There are two conditions 
that are of interest, described as ammonia rich and ammonia poor. The term ammonia 

                                            
14 This refers to the fact that the contract between the owner of this solar power facility and the utility 

will require that the utility take all generation from this facility with little or no provisions for the utility to 
direct turn down of generation from the facility. 
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rich indicates that there is more than enough ammonia to react with all the sulfuric acid 
and to establish a balance of nitric acid-ammonium nitrate. Further ammonia emissions 
in this case would not necessarily lead to increases in ambient PM2.5 concentrations. In 
the case of an ammonia poor environment, there is insufficient ammonia to establish a 
balance and thus additional ammonia would tend to increase PM2.5 concentrations. 

The Kern County Portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin has not undergone the rigorous 
secondary particulate studies that have been performed in other areas of California, 
such as the San Joaquin Valley, that have more serious fine particulate pollution 
problems. However, the available chemical characterization data shows that the annual 
ammonium nitrate and ammonium sulfate fine particulate concentrations in China Lake, 
Edwards, and Mojave during 2000 comprised approximately 40% of the total PM2.5 
(ARB 2005), which for Ridgecrest would be approximately 25% of the state annual 
ambient PM2.5 standard. Because of the known relationship of NOx and SOx emissions 
to PM2.5 formation, it can be said that the emissions of NOx and SOx from the RSPP 
do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to contribute to higher PM2.5 levels in the 
region; however, the region is in attainment with PM2.5 standards and the low level of 
NOx and SOx emissions from this project would not significantly impact that status. 

Impact Summary 
The applicant is proposing to mitigate the proposed project’s stationary source NOx, 
VOC, SO2, and PM10/PM2.5 emissions through the use of Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) and reduce the proposed project’s mobile source emissions by 
using lower emitting new vehicles. With the applicant’s stipulated vehicle emission 
mitigation, which is formalized in Staff Condition of Certification AQ-SC6, staff 
concludes that the proposed project would not cause significant secondary pollutant 
impacts.  

C.1.4.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Project Construction 
Staff considers the unmitigated construction NOx, VOC, and PM emissions to be 
potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that the NOx, VOC, 
and PM emission be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff is recommending several 
mitigation measures (AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5), that also include the applicant’s 
stipulated construction mitigation measures, to limit exhaust emissions and fugitive dust 
emissions during project construction to the extent feasible.  

Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality impacts during construction, 
they are expected to be less than significant after implementation of the applicant’s 
stipulated and staff’s recommended mitigation measures. 

Project Operation 
Staff considers the unmitigated operation and maintenance NOx, VOC, and PM 
emissions to be potentially CEQA significant and, therefore, staff is recommending that 
the NOx, VOC, and PM emissions be mitigated pursuant to CEQA. Staff is 
recommending two mitigation measures (AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7), that also include the 
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applicant’s stipulated operations emission mitigation, to limit exhaust emissions and 
fugitive dust emissions during project operation to the extent feasible.  

Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality impacts during operation, 
they are expected to be less than significant after implementation of the applicant’s 
stipulated and staff’s recommended mitigation measures. 

Closure and Decommissioning 
Eventually the facility would close, either at the end of its useful life or due to some 
unexpected situation such as a natural disaster or catastrophic facility breakdown. 
When the facility closes, all sources of air emissions would cease to operate and thus 
impacts associated with those emissions would no longer occur. The only other 
expected emissions would be equipment exhaust and fugitive particulate emissions 
from the dismantling activities. These activities would be of a much shorter duration 
than construction of the proposed project, equipment are assumed to have much lower 
comparative emissions due to technology advancement, and fugitive dust emissions 
would be required to be controlled in a manner at least equivalent to that required 
during construction. Therefore, while there would be adverse CEQA air quality impacts 
during decommissioning, they are expected to be less than significant. 

C.1.5 NORTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

The Northern Unit Alternative would be a 146 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by the applicant. This alternative is 
analyzed because (1) it eliminates about 42% of the proposed project area so all 
impacts are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources 
(desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel), cultural resources, and recreational uses, 
and (2) avoids constructing a solar facility in the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation 
Area (MGSCA). The Northern Unit Alternative is shown in Alternatives Figure 1. 

C.1.5.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Northern Unit Alternative would consist of 167 solar collector array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 146 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 1,134 acres of land. This alternative would retain 58% of the proposed 
solar array loops and would affect 58% of the land of the proposed 250 MW project.  

The setting and existing conditions for this alternative are the same as the proposed 
project. The existing ambient air quality does not change and the facility would still be 
within the same air basin and subject to the same air quality LORS. 

C.1.5.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
The Northern Unit Alternative would reduce the total construction and operation 
emissions of the proposed project by somewhat less than 42%, due to reduced 
efficiencies of the somewhat smaller project. However, the maximum daily and annual 
construction emissions are assumed to be similar to the project assuming the same 
level of maximum activity with a reduction in the overall construction schedule. 
Therefore, the maximum construction emissions would be approximately the same as 
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the emissions shown in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7; and the maximum daily and annual 
operation emissions would be somewhat more than 58% of those shown in Air Quality 
Tables 8 and 9.  

The maximum short-term and maximum annual construction pollutant concentration 
impacts for the Northern Unit Alternative could be as high as but no higher than that 
estimated for the proposed project, assuming the same maximum daily and annual 
construction activities. Therefore, the worst-case short-term and annual construction 
pollutant concentration impacts for this alternative are likely to be similar to or somewhat 
lower than those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality Table 10.  

The maximum short-term and maximum annual operation pollutant concentration 
impacts for the Northern Unit Alternative are likely to be somewhat less than that for the 
proposed project as shown in Air Quality Table 11. However, the amount of reduction 
in impacts is uncertain as the worst case impacts are based on factors such as 
proximity to receptors and terrain as well as total emissions.  

The results of the Northern Unit Alternative would be the following: 

• The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant 
concentration impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would require 
the same level of mitigation. The total construction period and total construction 
emissions would be reduced from those required to construct the proposed project. 

• The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be 
lower than the proposed project, but the same level of mitigation would be required. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated, but mainly out of air basin, criteria pollutant emissions would be 
reduced.  

If the Northern Unit Alternative were approved, other renewable projects may be 
developed on other sites in the in the Indian Wells Valley, Kern County, the Mojave 
Desert, or in adjacent states to fill the 104 MW gap not supplied by the proposed project 
as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements 
and State/Federal mandates15.  

C.1.5.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The level of significance under CEQA for the Northern Unit Alternative would be the 
same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, where if left 
unmitigated there is the potential for significant PM10 and ozone precursor (NOx and 
VOC) emission impacts during the Alternative project’s construction and operation. The 
mitigation that would be proposed for the Northern Unit Alternative would be the same 
as that proposed for the proposed project (staff and KCAPCD recommended conditions 
of certification). 

                                            
15 Such as the State of California 33% Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) mandated under 

Executive Order S-14-08. 
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C.1.6 SOUTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

The Southern Unit Alternative would essentially be a 104 MW facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by the applicant. This alternative is 
analyzed because it eliminates about 58% of the proposed project area so all impacts 
are reduces, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources, and 
cultural resources. The boundaries of the Southern Unit Alternative are shown in 
Alternatives Figure 2.  

C.1.6.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Southern Unit Alternative would consist of 119 solar collector array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 104 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 908 acres of land. This alternative would retain 42% of the proposed 
solar array loops and would affect 42% of the land of the proposed 250 MW project.  

The setting and existing conditions for this alternative are the same as the proposed 
project. The existing ambient air quality does not change and the facility would still be 
within the same air basin and subject to the same air quality LORS. 

C.1.6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
The Southern Unit Alternative would reduce the total construction and operation 
emissions of the proposed project by somewhat less than 58%, due to reduced 
efficiencies of the somewhat smaller project. However, the maximum daily and annual 
construction emissions are assumed to be similar to the project assuming the same 
level of maximum activity with a reduction in the overall construction schedule. 
Therefore, the maximum construction emissions would be approximately the same as 
the emissions shown in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7; and the maximum daily and annual 
operation emissions would be somewhat more than 42% of those shown in Air Quality 
Tables 8 and 9.  

The maximum short-term and maximum annual construction pollutant concentration 
impacts for the Southern Unit Alternative could be as high but no higher as that 
estimated for the proposed project, assuming the same maximum daily and annual 
construction activities. Therefore, the worst-case short-term and annual construction 
pollutant concentration impacts for this alternative are likely to be similar to or somewhat 
lower than those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality Tables 10.  

The maximum short-term and maximum annual operation pollutant concentration 
impacts for the Southern Unit Alternative are likely to be somewhat less than that for the 
proposed project as shown in Air Quality Table 11. However, the amount of reduction 
in impacts is uncertain as the worst case impacts are based on factors such as 
proximity to receptors and terrain as well as total emissions.  

The results of the Southern Unit Alternative would be the following: 

• The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant 
concentration impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would require 
the same level of mitigation. The total construction period and total construction 
emissions would be reduced from those required to construct the proposed project. 
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• The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be 
lower than the proposed project, but the same level of mitigation would be required. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated, but mainly out of air basin, criteria pollutant emissions would be 
reduced.  

If the Southern Unit Alternative were approved, other renewable projects may be 
developed on other sites in the in Kern, the Mojave Desert, or in adjacent states to fill 
the 146 MW gap not supplied by the proposed project as developers strive to provide 
renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal mandates.  

C.1.6.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The level of significance under CEQA for the Southern Unit Alternative would be the 
same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, where if left 
unmitigated there is the potential for significant PM10 and ozone precursor (NOx and 
VOC) emission impacts during the Alternative project’s construction and operation. The 
mitigation that would be proposed for the Southern Unit Alternative would be the same 
as that proposed for the proposed project (staff and KCAPCD recommended conditions 
of certification). 

C.1.7 ORIGINAL PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The Original Proposed Alternative would be a 250 MW solar facility as originally 
proposed by the applicant. This alternative is analyzed because (1) It would reduce the 
amount of land developed within the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area, and 
(2) it could transmit the full 250 MW of power that the applicant has requested. The 
boundaries of the Original Proposed Project Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 3. 

C.1.7.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would consist of 278 solar array loops with a 
net generating capacity of 250 MW. The total disturbance area would approximately 
1,794 acres of land, which is 208 acres smaller than the Proposed Project.  

The setting and existing conditions for this alternative are the same as the proposed 
project. The existing ambient air quality does not change and the facility would still be 
within the same air basin and subject to the same air quality LORS. 

C.1.7.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would require approximately the same 
amount of construction and would have the same operating equipment and nearly 
identical operating maintenance requirements. Staff assumes that the construction and 
operation emissions are approximately the same, or just slightly lower due to a more 
efficient site layout, as those for the proposed project. Therefore, the construction and 
operation emissions would be similar to those shown in Air Quality Tables 6 and 7, 
and Air Quality Tables 8 and 9, respectively.  
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The maximum daily and maximum annual construction and operation emissions and 
emission impacts for the Original Proposed Project Alternative are likely to be as high 
as that estimated for the proposed project, assuming the same maximum daily and 
annual construction activities. Therefore, the worst-case short-term and annual 
construction and operation pollutant concentration impacts for this alternative are likely 
to be similar to those shown for the proposed project in Air Quality Tables 10 and 11, 
respectively. 

The results of the Original Proposed Project Alternative would be the following: 

• The worst-case short-term construction emissions and ground level pollutant 
concentration impacts would be nearly the same as the proposed project and would 
require the same level of mitigation. The total construction period and total 
construction emissions and long-term ground level pollutant concentration impacts 
would be similar to those required to construct the proposed project. 

• The operation emissions and ground level pollutant concentration impacts would be 
nearly identical to the proposed project and would require the same level of 
mitigation. 

• This alternative would provide the same benefits of the proposed project in 
displacing fossil fuel fired generation and reducing associated, but mainly out of air 
basin, criteria pollutant emissions.  

C.1.7.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The level of significance under CEQA for the Original Proposed Project Alternative 
would be the same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, 
where if left unmitigated there is the potential for significant PM10 and ozone precursor 
(NOx and VOC) emission impacts during the Alternative project’s construction and 
operation. The mitigation that would be proposed for the Original Proposed Project 
Alternative would be the same as that proposed for the proposed project (staff and 
KCAPCD recommended conditions of certification). 

C.1.8 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

C.1.8.1 NO ACTION ON PROPOSED PROJECT APPLICATION AND ON 
CDCA LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 
Under this alternative, the proposed RSPP would not be approved by the CEC and BLM 
and BLM would not amend the CDCA Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would 
be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, 
as amended. 

The results of the No Project/No Action Alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which 
the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent 
with BLM’s land use plan, including another renewable energy project. 
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• The benefits of the proposed project in reducing fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas 
emissions from gas-fired generation would not occur. Both State and Federal law 
support the increased use of renewable power generation (see APPENDIX AIR-1 - 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS for details). 

If the proposed project is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed 
on other sites in the Indian Wells Valley, Kern County, Mojave Desert, or in adjacent 
states as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility 
requirements and State/Federal mandates. For example, as shown on Cumulative 
Impacts Figure 1 and in Table 1, several dozen solar and wind development 
applications for use of BLM land, 21 within the jurisdiction of the BLM Ridgecrest Field 
office alone, have been submitted. Additional BLM lands in Nevada and Arizona also 
have applications for solar and wind projects. 

C.1.8.2 NO ACTION ON PROPOSED PROJECT AND AMEND THE 
CDCA LAND USE PLAN TO MAKE THE AREA AVAILABLE FOR 
FUTURE SOLAR DEVELOPMENT 
Under this alternative, the proposed RSPP would not be approved by the CEC and BLM 
and BLM would amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended, to allow for 
other solar projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another solar energy 
project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be 
developed with the same or a different solar technology. As a result, air pollutant 
emissions and impacts would result from the construction and operation of the solar 
technology and would likely be similar to the air quality impacts from the proposed 
project. Different solar technologies require different amounts of construction and 
operations maintenance; however, the benefits of the proposed project in displacing 
fossil fuel fired generation and reducing associated pollutant emissions could occur with 
a different solar technology at this site and therefore with this alternative. As such, this 
No Project/No Action Alternative could result in air quality impacts and benefits similar 
to the impacts under the proposed project.  

C.1.8.3 NO ACTION ON PROPOSED PROJECT APPLICATION AND 
AMEND THE CDCA LAND USE PLAN TO MAKE THE AREA 
UNAVAILABLE FOR FUTURE SOLAR DEVELOPMENT 
Under this alternative, the proposed RSPP would not be approved by the CEC and BLM 
and the BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for 
future solar development. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on 
the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing 
land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future 
solar development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing 
condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a 
result, the air quality of the site is not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions and, as such, this No Project/No Action Alternative would not result in air 
quality impacts under the proposed project nor would it result in the air quality benefits 
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from the proposed project. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable 
energy projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal mandates, and those 
projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

C.1.9 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PROJECT 

Air Quality Table 12 provides a comparison of the project alternatives 

Air Quality Table 12 
Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 Proposed 
Project 

(250 MW) 

Northern 
Unit 

(146 MW) 

Southern 
Unit 

(104 MW) 

Original 
Proposed Project 

(250 MW) 

No 
Project/No 

Actiona 
Exceeds PSD 
Emission Thresholds 

Less than 
Adverse b 

Less than 
Adverse b 

Less than 
Adverse b 

Less than Adverse 
b 

No Impact 

Exceeds General 
Conformity Emission 
Thresholds 

Exceeds 
PM10 

Thresholdc 

Exceeds 
PM10 

Thresholdc 

Exceeds 
PM10 

Thresholdc

Exceeds PM10 
Thresholdc 

No Impact 

NAAQS Exceedance 
Impacts 

Less than 
Adverse 

Less than 
Adverse 

Less than 
Adverse 

Less than Adverse No Impact 

Notes: 
a All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site. 
b With staff recommended construction fugitive dust mitigation measures (AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC4). 
c Exceeds PM10 threshold for federal PM10 maintenance areas during construction (100 tons/year). A General Conformity analysis 
will need to be completed for the project alternative selected for approval. 

C.1.10 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts are defined by CEQA as “two or more individual effects which, 
when considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other 
environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15355.) A cumulative impact consists of 
an impact that is created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR 
together with other projects causing related impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 
15130(a)(1).) Such impacts may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be 
significant because of the existing environmental background, particularly when one 
considers other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects. 

Cumulative effects are defined by the Council on Environmental Quality NEPA 
regulations as “…the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 
such actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 

This analysis is concerned with criteria air pollutants. Such pollutants have impacts that 
are usually (though not always) cumulative by nature. Rarely would a project by itself 
cause a violation of a federal or state criteria pollutant standard. However, a new source 
of pollution may contribute to violations of criteria pollutant standards because of the 
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existing background sources or foreseeable future projects. Air districts attempt to attain 
the criteria pollutant standards by adopting attainment plans, which comprise a multi-
faceted programmatic approach to such attainment. Depending on the air district, these 
plans typically include requirements for air offsets and the use of Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) for new sources of emissions, and restrictions of emissions from 
existing sources of air pollution.  

Thus, much of the preceding discussion is concerned with cumulative impacts. The 
“Existing Ambient Air Quality” subsection describes the air quality background in the 
Indian Wells Valley portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin, including a discussion of 
historical ambient levels for each of the significant criteria pollutants. The “Construction 
Impacts and Mitigation” subsection discusses the proposed project’s contribution to the 
local existing background caused by project construction. The “Operation Impacts and 
Mitigation” subsection discusses the proposed project’s contribution to the local existing 
background caused by project operation. The following subsection includes two 
additional analyses: 

• A summary of projections for criteria pollutants by the air district and the air district’s 
programmatic efforts to abate such pollution; and 

• An analysis of the proposed project’s localized cumulative impacts, the proposed 
project’s direct operating emissions combined with other local major emission 
sources;  

C.1.10.1 SUMMARY OF PROJECTIONS 
The KCAPCD is the agency with principal responsibility for air quality attainment 
planning in the portion of the MDAB surrounding the project site. The Indian Wells 
Valley portion of eastern Kern County is designated as attainment16 for all federal air 
quality standards and nonattainment of the State ozone and PM10 standards. The 
eastern Kern County portion of the MDAB (outside of Indian Wells Valley) is designated 
as non-attainment for the federal (8-hour) ozone standard. Kern County is considered to 
be in attainment and/or unclassified of all other criteria pollutants (NO2, and SO2, and 
PM2.5) State and federal standards. 

Ozone 
The KCAPCD developed an ozone redesignation request and maintenance plan for the 
federal 1-hour ozone standard in 2003 (KCAPCD 2003). The eastern portion of Kern 
County was determined to be in attainment of the 1-hour ozone standard by the USEPA 
in 2004 and deemed a maintenance area (FR 2004). The District is in the process for 
being reclassified for the 8-hour ozone standard, and U.S.EPA is reconsidering the level 
of the federal 8-hour ozone standard, so the initial 8-hour ozone standard attainment 
plan is not yet due to USEPA. The 1-hour ozone maintenance plan remains in force 
until such time as the 8-hour attainment plan is approved. The 1-hour ozone 
maintenance plan requires no new control measures for maintaining attainment of the 
1-hour standard.  

                                            
16 The Indian Well Valley is a federal PM10 maintenance area. 
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The KCAPCD California Clean Air Act Ozone Air Quality Attainment Plan was approved 
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on February 18, 1993. KCAPCD’s most 
recent Annual Implementation Progress Report for this attainment plan was completed 
in 2005 (KCAPCD 2005), and will likely be updated at the same time as the initial 
federal 8-hour ozone attainment plan is due. The implementation progress report notes 
that the area is overwhelmingly impacted by upwind transport, with the majority of the 
ambient ozone pollution in the area being due to pollutants that are transported by the 
wind from the San Joaquin Valley and South Coast Air Basins. The implementation 
progress report indicates that no additional control measures are required for attainment 
of the ozone CAAQS, attainment will occur by reducing the pollution in these adjacent 
air basins. 

Therefore, both the federal and State ozone management plans require no new control 
measures that would affect the proposed Project and compliance with existing KCAPCD 
rules and regulations during construction and operation would ensure conformance with 
the approved KCAPCD air quality management plans. 

Particulate Matter 
The KCAPCD developed a PM10 maintenance plan for the Indian Wells Valley that was 
approved by U.S. EPA in 2003 (Federal Register Volume 68, Number 88, pages 24368-
24370). The Reasonably Available Control Measures that are part of this approved plan 
do not impact the construction or operation of the proposed project beyond compliance 
with existing KCAPCD rules and regulations (specifically Rules 401, 404.1, 405). The 
State of California submitted District Rule 402 – Fugitive Dust to U.S. EPA on January 
13, 2005 as a revision to the California State Implementation Plant (SIP). In 2008, the 
U.S. EPA found complete California Air Resource Board’s (CARB) submittal of Rule 
402. However, U.S. EPA has not incorporated Rule 402 into the SIP and the Indian 
Wells Valley PM10 Maintenance Plan does not rely on Rule 402 as a PM10 control 
measure. 
 
KCAPCD adopted a final staff report on September 13, 2007 for the rule development 
schedule to comply with Senate Bill 656 (Sher) to reduce public exposure to PM10 and 
PM2.5. Eight appropriate PM control strategies are identified for future rule 
development, which will only require modifying existing District Rule 402 and creating 
new rules for the control of windblown dust, which are not part of the Indian Well Valley 
PM10 Maintenance Plan. The proposed project would conform to these control 
strategies with the incorporation of staff’s recommended conditions of certification. 

The proposed project, with incorporation of staff’s and the Districts recommended 
conditions, would comply with all existing District rules; therefore, conformance with the 
Indian Wells PM10 Maintenance Plan is expected. 

Summary of Conformance with Applicable Air Quality Plans 
The applicable air quality plans do not outline any new control measures applicable to 
the proposed project’s operating emission sources. Therefore, compliance with existing 
District rules and regulations would ensure compliance with those air quality plans.  
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C.1.10.2 LOCALIZED CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Since the power plant air quality impacts can be reasonably estimated through air 
dispersion modeling (see the “Operation Modeling Analysis” subsection) the proposed 
project contributions to localized cumulative impacts can be estimated. To represent 
past and, to an extent, present projects that contribute to ambient air quality conditions, 
the Energy Commission staff recommends the use of ambient air quality monitoring 
data (see the “Existing Ambient Air Quality” subsection), referred to as the background. 
The staff takes the following steps to estimate what are additional appropriate “present 
projects” that are not represented in the background and “reasonably foreseeable 
projects”: 

• First, the Energy Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district to 
identify all projects that have submitted, within the last year of monitoring data, new 
applications for an authority to construct (ATC) or permit to operate (PTO) and 
applications to modify an existing PTO within six miles of the project site. Based on 
staff’s modeling experience, beyond six miles there is no statistically significant 
concentration overlap for non-reactive pollutant concentrations between two 
stationary emission sources.  

• Second, the Energy Commission staff (or the applicant) works with the air district 
and local counties to identify any new area sources within six miles of the project 
site. As opposed to point sources, area sources include sources like agricultural 
fields, residential developments or other such sources that do not have a distinct 
point of emission. New area sources are typically identified through draft or final 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) that are prepared for those sources. The 
initiation of the EIR process is a reasonable basis on which to determine what is 
“reasonably foreseeable” for new area sources.  

• The data submitted, or generated from the applications with the air district for point 
sources or initiating the EIR process for area sources, provides enough information 
to include these new emission sources in air dispersion modeling. Thus, the next 
step is to review the available EIR(s) and permit application(s), determine what 
sources must be modeled and how they must be modeled.  

• Sources that are not new, but may not be represented in ambient air quality 
monitoring are also identified and included in the analysis. These sources include 
existing sources that are co-located with or adjacent to the proposed source (such 
as an existing power plant). In most cases, the ambient air quality measurements 
are not recorded close to the proposed project, thus a local major source might not 
be well represented by the background air monitoring. When these sources are 
included, it is typically a result of there being an existing source on the project site 
and the ambient air quality monitoring station being more than two miles away. 

• The modeling results must be carefully interpreted so that they are not skewed 
towards a single source, in high impact areas near that source’s fence line. It is not 
truly a cumulative impact of RSPP if the high impact area is the result of high fence 
line concentrations from another stationary source and RSPP is not providing a 
substantial contribution to the determined high impact area. 

Once the modeling results are interpreted, they are added to the background ambient 
air quality monitoring data and thus the modeling portion of the cumulative assessment 
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is complete. Due to the use of air dispersion modeling programs in staff’s cumulative 
impacts analysis, the applicant must submit a modeling protocol, based on information 
requirements for an application, prior to beginning the investigation of the sources to be 
modeled in the cumulative analysis. The modeling protocol is typically reviewed, 
commented on, and eventually approved in the Data Adequacy phase of the licensing 
procedure. Staff typically assists the applicant in finding sources (as described above), 
characterizing those sources, and interpreting the results of the modeling. However, the 
actual modeling runs are usually left to the applicant to complete. There are several 
reasons for this: modeling analyses take time to perform and require significant 
expertise, the applicant has already performed a modeling analysis of the proposed 
project alone (see the “Operation Modeling Analysis” subsection), and the applicant can 
act on its own to reduce stipulated emission rates and/or increase emission control 
requirements as the results warrant. Once the cumulative project emission impacts are 
determined, the necessity to mitigate the proposed project emissions can be evaluated, 
and the mitigation itself can be proposed by staff and/or the applicant (see the 
“Operation Mitigation” subsection).  

The applicant, in consultation with KCAPCD confirmed that there are no projects within 
a six mile radius from the RSPP site that are under construction or have received 
permits to be built or operate in the foreseeable future. Therefore, it has been 
determined that no stationary sources requiring a cumulative modeling analysis exist 
within a six mile radius of the proposed project site. However, there are several pending 
solar and wind projects being considered in the Ridgecrest area, including a total of 21 
solar and wind projects being considered within the service area of the Ridgecrest BLM 
Field Office. This potential for significant additional development within the air basin and 
corresponding increase in air basin emissions is a major part of staff’s rationale for 
recommending Conditions of Certification AQ-SC6 and AQ-SC7 that are designed to 
mitigate the proposed project’s cumulative impacts by reducing the dedicated on-site 
vehicle emissions and fugitive dust emissions during site operation. With these 
recommended CEQA-only mitigation measures, staff has concluded that the CEQA 
cumulative air quality impacts are less than significant.  

Staff has considered the minority population surrounding the site (see Socioeconomics 
Figure 1). Since the proposed project’s cumulative air quality impacts have been 
mitigated to less than significant, there is no environmental justice issue for air quality. 

C.1.11  COMPLIANCE WITH LORS 

The Kern County Air Pollution Control District issued a Preliminary Determination of 
Compliance (PDOC) for the RSPP on February 18, 2010 (KCAPCD 2010a), and will 
issue a Final Determination of Compliance after a 30 day public notice period. 
Compliance with all District rules and regulations was demonstrated to the District’s 
satisfaction in the PDOC. The District’s PDOC conditions are presented in the 
Conditions of Certification (AQ-1 to AQ-106). 

Staff has submitted an official PDOC comment letter and expects that the FDOC may 
contain revisions to conditions due to Energy Commission, applicant, or third party 
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comments, and staff will provide any revised FDOC findings or conditions of certification 
in the SA/DPA/DEIS Errata/Final Environmental Impact Statement (SAE/FEIS) or 
subsequent addendum after receipt of the FDOC. 

C.1.11.1 FEDERAL 
The District is responsible for issuing the federal New Source Review (NSR) permit and 
has been delegated enforcement of the applicable New Source Performance Standard 
(Subparts Dc and IIII). However, this proposed project does not require a federal NSR 
or Title V permit and this proposed project would not require a PSD permit from 
U.S.EPA prior to initiating construction.  

The proposed project is located in a federal nonattainment or maintenance area and 
requires the approval of a federal agency (BLM). Therefore, the proposed project is 
subject to the General Conformity regulations (40 CFR Part 93). The Indian Wells Valley 
portion of the MDAB is currently classified as attainment for all federal ambient air 
quality standards, but is a former PM10 nonattainment area that is now a maintenance 
area. The General Conformity emissions applicability thresholds for this classification is 
100 tons/year of direct and indirect PM10 emissions, and 100 tons/year of direct and 
indirect PM10 precursors identified as major PM10 contributors in the SIP. The currently 
applicable PM10 SIP does not identify secondary pollutants (NOx, SOx, and VOC) as 
major contributors to ambient PM10 concentrations and focuses on fugitive dust 
emissions from unpaved roads and other sources. 
 
Since the proposed project’s PM10 emission estimates for construction have been 
determined to be above the applicable General Conformity applicability thresholds (see 
Air Quality Table 7), the BLM will be required to complete a conformity analysis for the 
project prior to completing the Record of Decision (ROD). Based on the construction 
impact modeling analysis for this project that shows no violations of the federal 
standards, staff concludes that the conformity analysis will be able to demonstrate that 
the preferred project alternative would conform to the State Implementation Plan. 

C.1.11.2 STATE  
The project owner will demonstrate that the proposed project will comply with Section 
41700 of the California State Health and Safety Code, which restricts emissions that 
would cause nuisance or injury, with the issuance of the District’s Final Determination of 
Compliance and the Energy Commission’s affirmative finding for the project.  
 
The emergency generator and fire water pump engines are also subject to the Airborne 
Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines. This 
measure limits the types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates, and 
establishes recordkeeping requirements. The proposed Tier 2 emergency engine and 
Tier 3 fire water pump engine meet the current emission limit requirements of this 
measure. This measure would also limit the engines’ testing and maintenance operation 
to no more than 50 hours per year. 

C.1.11.3 LOCAL 
The District rules and regulations specify the emissions control and offset requirements 
for new sources such as the RSPP. Best Available Control Technology would be 

AIR QUALITY C.1-42 March 2010 



implemented, and emission reduction credits (ERCs) are not required to offset the 
proposed project’s emissions by District rules and regulations based on the permitted 
stationary source emission levels for the proposed project. Compliance with the 
District’s new source requirements would ensure that the proposed project would be 
consistent with the strategies and future emissions anticipated under the District’s air 
quality attainment and maintenance plans. 

The applicant provided an air quality permit application to the KCAPCD and the District 
issued a PDOC (KCAPCD 2010a) on February 18, 2010. The PDOC states that the 
proposed project is expected to comply with all applicable District rules and regulations. 
The DOC evaluates whether and under what conditions the proposed project would 
comply with the District’s applicable rules and regulations, as described below. 

Regulation II – Permits 

Rule 210.1 – New and Modified Stationary Source Review 
This rule establishes the stationary source17 requirements that must be met to obtain a 
Permit to Operate (PTO), including the requirement to comply with best available control 
technology (BACT), provide emission offsets for emission increase above specified 
thresholds; and provide a dispersion modeling analysis, an alternatives analysis, and a 
compliance certification (if applicable). In the PDOC, the District has determined that the 
proposed controls for the boiler, HTF heater, cooling tower, HTF tank vent system, 
emergency generator engine, and firewater pump engine all meet BACT requirements. 
The District has also determined that an inspection and maintenance program limiting 
VOC leaks on the HTF Piping Network component to less than 100 ppm would be 
BACT. 

The RSPP, as a minor stationary source, does not require offsets, require a dispersion 
modeling analysis, or require a compliance certification per District Rule 210.1. 

Regulation IV – Prohibitions 

Rule 401 - Visible Emissions 
This rule limits visible emissions from emissions sources, including stationary source 
exhausts and fugitive dust emission sources. In the PDOC, the District has determined 
that the facility is expected to comply with this rule. 

Rule 402 - Fugitive Dust 
This rule limits fugitive emissions from certain bulk storage, earthmoving, construction 
and demolition, and manmade conditions resulting in wind erosion. With the 
implementation of recommended staff condition AQ-SC7 the facility is expected to 
comply with this rule.  

Rule 404.1 - Particulate Matter Concentration 
The rule limits particulate matter (PM) emissions to less than 0.1 grains per standard 
cubic foot of gas at standard conditions. In the PDOC, the District has determined that 
                                            

17 The maintenance vehicles are not stationary sources and are not subject to District rules. 
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the applicable equipment’s (boiler, fire pump engine, cooling tower) PM emission 
concentration are less than 0.001 gr/scf and so would be well below the limits 
established by this rule. 

Rule 407 - Sulfur Compounds 
This rule limits discharge into the atmosphere of sulfur compounds exceeding 0.2% by 
volume concentration calculated as SO2. In the PDOC, the District has determined that 
the use of California standard liquefied petroleum gas (including liquefied propane) and 
California diesel fuel in the boiler and fire pump engine, respectively, would ensure 
compliance with this rule. 

Rule 409 - Fuel Burning Equipment - Combustion Contaminants 
This rule limits discharge into the atmosphere from fuel burning equipment combustion 
contaminants exceeding in concentration at the point of discharge, 0.1 grain per cubic 
foot of gas calculated to 12% of carbon dioxide (CO2) at standard conditions. In the 
PDOC, the District has determined that the applicable equipment’s (boiler and fire pump 
engine) PM emission concentration are less than 0.001 gr/scf and so would be well 
below the limits established by this rule. 

Rule 411 – Storage of Organic Liquids 
This rule sets standards for storage of organic liquids with a true vapor pressure of 1.5 
pounds per square inch or greater. The heat transfer fluid (Therminol® VP-1) would be 
stored at temperatures where it would exceed the vapor pressure trigger of this rule. 
The District has provided conditions for the HTF system to ensure compliance with this 
rule. 

The proposed project would also store insulating mineral oil (transformers), hydraulic oil 
(steam turbine and other equipment), lubricating oil, and diesel fuel on site, all of which 
have a true vapor pressure less than 1 psia. Therefore, the requirements of this rule do 
not apply to these organic liquids. 

Rule 414.2 – Soil Decontamination 
This rule sets requirements for the VOC emissions from the handling and 
decontamination activities of VOC contaminated soils. The applicant is proposing 
bioremediation (also referred to as land farming) of HTF-contaminated soils for the soil 
decontamination plan. In addition, the requirements of this rule do not apply to soil 
contaminated solely by an organic liquid having an initial boiler point of 302°F or higher, 
and HTF has an initial boiling point of 495°F. Therefore, this rule does not apply to the 
proposed project. 

Rule 419 – Nuisance 
This rule restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury to people or property 
(identical to California Health and Safety Code 41700). In the PDOC, the District has 
determined that, due to control devices and inspection and maintenance requirements 
contained in the District conditions, compliance with this rule is expected. 
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Rule 422 - New Source Performance Standards 
This rule incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference. The proposed 
boilers are subject to subpart Dc. The District conditions would ensure compliance with 
the requirements of this rule. 

The proposed Tier 2 and Tier 3 engines meet the current emission limit requirements of 
NSPS Subpart IIII. The exact model and size of the engines are only estimated at this 
time and it is uncertain exactly when the emergency engines would be purchased and 
whether Tier 4 engine emission limits may apply at that time. So, staff has added a 
requirement to the verification of District Condition of Certification (AQ-75 and AQ-89) to 
require the applicant to provide documentation that demonstrates that the engines 
purchased meet the appropriate NSPS standards for new engines at the time of 
purchase. 

Rule 425.2 - Boilers, Steam Generators and Process Boilers (Oxides of Nitrogen) 
This rule limits NOx emissions from boiler, steam generators, and process heaters to 
levels consistent with Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT). The project’s 
proposed boiler BACT emission controls provide emission levels in compliance with this 
Rule’s RACT requirements. 

Rule 429.1 - Cooling Towers (Hexavalent Chromium) 
This rule prohibits the use of hexavalent chromium-bearing compounds in cooling 
towers. Enforcement of District Condition AQ-27 will ensure compliance with this 
regulation. 

C.1.12 NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS 

Renewable energy facilities, such as RSPP, are needed to meet California’s mandated 
renewable energy goals. While there are no local area air quality public benefits18 
resulting from the proposed project, it would indirectly reduce criteria pollutant 
emissions within the Southwestern U.S. by reducing fossil fuel fired generation. 

C.1.13 MITIGATION MEASURES/ PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF 
CERTIFICATION  

C.1.13.1 STAFF CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION 
Staff conditions AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC7 are both CEQA and NEPA 
mitigation conditions. Staff conditions AQ-SC5, AQ-SC6, and AQ-SC8 are CEQA-only 
conditions. 

AQ-SC1 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager (AQCMM): The project owner 
shall designate and retain an on-site AQCMM who shall be responsible for 
directing and documenting compliance with Conditions of Certification AQ-

                                            
18 Air quality benefits should not be confused with greenhouse gas/climate change benefits, which are 

discussed in Appendix AIR-1. 
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SC3, AQ-SC4 and AQ-SC5 for the entire project site and linear facility 
construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate responsibilities to one or 
more AQCMM Delegates. The AQCMM and AQCMM Delegates shall have 
full access to all areas of construction on the project site and linear facilities, 
and shall have the authority to stop any or all construction activities as 
warranted by applicable construction mitigation conditions. The AQCMM and 
AQCMM Delegates may have other responsibilities in addition to those 
described in this condition. The AQCMM shall not be terminated without 
written consent of the Compliance Project Manager (CPM). 

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project 
owner shall submit to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and CPM for approval, the name, 
resume, qualifications, and contact information for the on-site AQCMM and all AQCMM 
Delegates.  

AQ-SC2 Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP): The project owner shall 
provide an AQCMP, for approval, which details the steps that will be taken 
and the reporting requirements necessary to ensure compliance with 
Conditions of Certification AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, and AQ-SC5. 

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of any ground disturbance, the project 
owner shall submit the AQCMP to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and CPM for approval. 
The AQCMP shall include effectiveness and environmental data for the proposed soil 
stabilizer. The BLM’s Authorized Officer or CPM will notify the project owner of any 
necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from the date of receipt. 

AQ-SC3 Construction Fugitive Dust Control: The AQCMM shall submit documentation 
to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and CPM in each Monthly Compliance Report 
that demonstrates compliance with the Air Quality Construction Mitigation 
Plan (AQCMP) mitigation measures for the purposes of minimizing fugitive 
dust emission creation from construction activities and preventing all fugitive 
dust plumes from leaving the project. Any deviation from the AQCMP 
mitigation measures shall require prior BLM Authorized Officer and CPM 
notification and approval. 

Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM a 
Monthly Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) to include the following to demonstrate 
control of fugitive dust emissions:  
A. A summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition; 

B. Copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project construction; and 

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the BLM Authorized Officer, CPM, 
and AQCMM to verify compliance with this condition. Such information may be 
provided via electronic format or disk at the project owner’s discretion. 

The following fugitive dust mitigation measures shall be included in the Air Quality 
Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2. 
a. The main access roads through the facility to the power block areas will be either 

paved or stabilized using soil binders, or equivalent methods, to provide a stabilized 
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surface that is similar for the purposes of dust control to paving, that may or may not 
include a crushed rock (gravel or similar material with fines removed) top layer, prior 
to initiating construction in the main power block area, and delivery areas for 
operations materials (chemicals, replacement parts, etc.) will be paved prior to 
taking initial deliveries. 

b. All unpaved construction roads and unpaved operation site roads, as they are being 
constructed, shall be stabilized with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent 
that can be determined to be as efficient as or more efficient for fugitive dust control 
than ARB approved soil stabilizers, and that shall not increase any other 
environmental impacts including loss of vegetation. All other disturbed areas in the 
project and linear construction sites shall be watered as frequently as necessary 
during grading; and after active construction activities shall be stabilized with a non-
toxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent, or alternative approved soil stabilizing 
methods, in order to comply with the dust mitigation objectives of Condition of 
Certification AQ-SC4. The frequency of watering can be reduced or eliminated 
during periods of precipitation. 

c. No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour on unpaved areas within the construction 
site, with the exception that vehicles may travel up to 25 miles per hour on stabilized 
unpaved roads as long as such speeds do not create visible dust emissions.  

d. Visible speed limit signs shall be posted at the construction site entrances. 

e. All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as necessary 
to be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering paved roadways. 

f. Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire 
washing/cleaning station. 

g. All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled or treated to prevent 
track-out to public roadways. 

h. All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the treated 
entrance roadways, unless an alternative route has been submitted to and approved 
by the CPM and BLM Authorized Officer. 

i. Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway below the grade of the 
surrounding construction area or otherwise directly impacted by sediment from site 
drainage shall be provided with sandbags or other equivalently effective measures to 
prevent run-off to roadways, or other similar run-off control measures as specified in 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), only when such SWPPP 
measures are necessary so that this condition does not conflict with the 
requirements of the SWPPP. 

j. All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept daily or as needed (less 
during periods of precipitation) on days when construction activity occurs to prevent 
the accumulation of dirt and debris. 
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k. At least the first 500 feet of any paved public roadway exiting the construction site or 
exiting other unpaved roads en route from the construction site or construction 
staging areas shall be swept as needed (less during periods of precipitation) on days 
when construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or runoff resulting 
from the construction site activities is visible on the public paved roadways.  

l. All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than 10 days 
shall be covered, or shall be treated with appropriate dust suppressant compounds. 

m. All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public roadways and that 
have potential to cause visible emissions shall be provided with a cover, or the 
materials shall be sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the trucks in a manner to 
provide at least one foot of freeboard. 

n. Wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical dust 
suppressants, and/or vegetation) shall be used on all construction areas that may be 
disturbed. Any windbreaks installed to comply with this condition shall remain in 
place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation. 

AQ-SC4 Dust Plume Response Requirement: The AQCMM or an AQCMM Delegate 
shall monitor all construction activities for visible dust plumes. Observations of 
visible dust plumes that have the potential to be transported (A) off the project 
site and within 400 feet upwind of any regularly occupied structures not 
owned by the project owner or (B) 200 feet beyond the centerline of the 
construction of linear facilities indicate that existing mitigation measures are 
not resulting in effective mitigation. The AQCMP shall include a section 
detailing how the additional mitigation measures will be accomplished within 
the time limits specified. The AQCMM or Delegate shall implement the 
following procedures for additional mitigation measures in the event that such 
visible dust plumes are observed: 
Step 1: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct more intensive application of 

the existing mitigation methods within 15 minutes of making such a 
determination. 

Step 2: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct implementation of additional 
methods of dust suppression if Step 1, specified above, fails to result in 
adequate mitigation within 30 minutes of the original determination. 

Step 3: The AQCMM or Delegate shall direct a temporary shutdown of the 
activity causing the emissions if Step 2, specified above, fails to result in 
effective mitigation within one hour of the original determination. The 
activity shall not restart until the AQCMM or Delegate is satisfied that 
appropriate additional mitigation or other site conditions have changed so 
that visual dust plumes will not result upon restarting the shutdown source. 
The owner/operator may appeal to the CPM or BLM Authorized Officer 
any directive from the AQCMM or Delegate to shut down an activity, if the 
shutdown shall go into effect within one hour of the original determination, 
unless overruled by the CPM or BLM Authorized Officer before that time. 
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Verification: The AQCMM shall provide the BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM a 
Monthly Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-7) to include:  
A. A summary of all actions taken to maintain compliance with this condition; 

B. Copies of any complaints filed with the District in relation to project construction; and 

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM and AQCMM to verify 
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic 
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion. 

AQ-SC5 Diesel-Fueled Engine Control: The AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in the 
Monthly Compliance Report, a construction mitigation report that 
demonstrates compliance with the AQCMP mitigation measures for purposes 
of controlling diesel construction-related emissions. Any deviation from the 
AQCMP mitigation measures shall require prior and CPM notification and 
approval. 

Verification: The AQCMM shall include in the Monthly Compliance Report 
(COMPLIANCE-7) the following to demonstrate control of diesel construction-related 
emissions: 
A. A summary of all actions taken to control diesel construction related emissions; 

B. A list of all heavy equipment used on site during that month, including the owner of 
that equipment and a letter from each owner indicating that equipment has been 
properly maintained; and 

C. Any other documentation deemed necessary by the CPM, and the AQCMM to verify 
compliance with this condition. Such information may be provided via electronic 
format or disk at the project owner’s discretion. 

The following off-road diesel construction equipment mitigation measures shall be 
included in the Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan (AQCMP) required by AQ-SC2. 
a. All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall have clearly 

visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM showing that the engine meets the 
conditions set forth herein. 

b. All construction diesel engines with a rating of 50 hp or higher shall meet, at a 
minimum, the Tier 3 California Emission Standards for Off-Road Compression-
Ignition Engines, as specified in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, section 
2423(b)(1), unless a good faith effort to the satisfaction of the CPM that is certified 
by the on-site AQCMM demonstrates that such engine is not available for a 
particular item of equipment. In the event that a Tier 3 engine is not available for any 
off-road equipment larger than 100 hp, that equipment shall be equipped with a Tier 
2 engine, or an engine that is equipped with retrofit controls to reduce exhaust 
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and diesel particulate matter (DPM) to no more 
than Tier 2 levels unless certified by engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM 
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that the use of such devices is not practical for specific engine types. For purposes 
of this condition, the use of such devices is “not practical” for the following, as well 
as other, reasons. 
1. There is no available retrofit control device that has been verified by either the 

California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to 
control the engine in question to Tier 2 equivalent emission levels and the 
highest level of available control using retrofit or Tier 1 engines is being used for 
the engine in question; or 

2. The construction equipment is intended to be on site for five days or less. 

3. The CPM may grant relief from this requirement if the AQCMM can demonstrate 
a good faith effort to comply with this requirement and that compliance is not 
practical. 

c. The use of a retrofit control device may be terminated immediately, provided that the 
CPM is informed within 10 working days of the termination and that a replacement 
for the equipment item in question meeting the controls required in item “b” occurs 
within 10 days of termination of the use, if the equipment would be needed to 
continue working at this site for more than 15 days after the use of the retrofit control 
device is terminated, if one of the following conditions exists : 
1. The use of the retrofit control device is excessively reducing the normal 

availability of the construction equipment due to increased down time for 
maintenance, and/or reduced power output due to an excessive increase in back 
pressure. 

2. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to cause engine 
damage. 

3. The retrofit control device is causing or is reasonably expected to cause a 
substantial risk to workers or the public. 

4. Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the CPM prior to 
implementation of the termination. 

d. All heavy earth-moving equipment and heavy duty construction-related trucks with 
engines meeting the requirements of (b) above shall be properly maintained and the 
engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’s specifications. 

e. All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not idle for more than five minutes. 
Vehicles that need to idle as part of their normal operation (such as concrete trucks) 
are exempted from this requirement. 

f. Construction equipment will employ electric motors when feasible. 

AQ-SC6 The project owner, when obtaining dedicated on-road or off-road vehicles for 
mirror washing activities and other facility maintenance activities, shall only 

AIR QUALITY C.1-50 March 2010 



obtain new model year vehicles that meet California on-road vehicle emission 
standards or appropriate U.S.EPA/California off-road engine emission 
standards for the model year when obtained.   

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start commercial operation, the project 
owner shall submit to the CPM a copy of the plan that identifies the size and type of the 
on-site vehicle and equipment fleet and the vehicle and equipment purchase orders and 
contracts and/or purchase schedule. The plan shall be updated every other year and 
submitted in the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). 

AQ-SC7 The project owner shall provide a site Operations Dust Control Plan, including 
all applicable fugitive dust control measures identified in the verification of 
AQ-SC3 that would be applicable to minimizing fugitive dust emission 
creation from operation and maintenance activities and preventing all fugitive 
dust plumes from leaving the project site that:  
A. describes the active operations and wind erosion control techniques such 

as windbreaks and chemical dust suppressants, including their ongoing 
maintenance procedures, that shall be used on areas that could be 
disturbed by vehicles or wind anywhere within the project boundaries; and 

B. identifies the location of signs throughout the facility that will limit traveling 
on unpaved portion of roadways to solar equipment maintenance vehicles 
only. In addition, vehicle speed shall be limited to no more than 10 miles 
per hour on these unpaved roadways, with the exception that vehicles 
may travel up to 25 miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long as 
such speeds do not create visible dust emissions. 

The site operations fugitive dust control plan shall include the use of durable 
non-toxic soil stabilizers on all regularly used unpaved roads and disturbed 
off-road areas, or alternative methods for stabilizing disturbed off-road areas, 
within the project boundaries, and shall include the inspection and 
maintenance procedures that will be undertaken to ensure that the unpaved 
roads remain stabilized. The soil stabilizer used shall be a non-toxic soil 
stabilizer or soil weighting agent that can be determined to be as efficient as 
or more efficient for fugitive dust control than ARB approved soil stabilizers, 
and that shall not increase any other environmental impacts including loss of 
vegetation. 

The performance and application of the fugitive dust controls shall also be 
measured against and meet the performance requirements of condition 
AQ-SC4. The measures and performance requirements of AQ-SC4 shall also 
be included in the operations dust control plan.  

Verification: At least 60 days prior to start of commercial operation, the project 
owner shall submit to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM for review and 
approval a copy of the site Operations Dust Control Plan that identifies the dust and 
erosion control procedures, including effectiveness and environmental data for the 
proposed soil stabilizer, that will be used during operation of the project and that 
identifies all locations of the speed limit signs. At least 60 days after commercial 
operation, the project owner shall provide to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM 
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a report identifying the locations of all speed limit signs, and a copy of the project 
employee and contractor training manual that clearly identifies that project employees 
and contractors are required to comply with the dust and erosion control procedures 
and on-site speed limits. 

AQ-SC8 The project owner shall provide the CPM copies of all District issued 
Authority-to-Construct (ATC) and Permit-to-Operate (PTO) documents for the 
facility. 

The project owner shall submit to the CPM for review and approval any 
modification proposed by the project owner to any project air permit. The 
project owner shall submit to the CPM any modification to any permit 
proposed by the District or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), 
and any revised permit issued by the District or U.S. EPA, for the project. 

Verification: The project owner shall submit any ATC, PTO, and proposed air permit 
modifications to the CPM within five working days of its submittal either by 1) the project 
owner to an agency, or 2) receipt of proposed modifications from an agency. The 
project owner shall submit all modified air permits to the CPM within 15 days of receipt. 

C.1.13.2 DISTRICT CONDITIONS 

DISTRICT FINAL DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE CONDITIONS 
(KCAPCD 2010a) 
District conditions AQ-1 through AQ-106 are CEQA-only required conditions. 

ATC No. 0368001 (35.0-MMBtu/hr Propane Fueled Boiler) 

Equipment Description 
35.0-MMBtu/hr Propane Fueled boiler with low-NOx burner system. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-1 Boiler shall be fueled exclusively with propane classified as HD-10 or higher. 

(Rule 210.1) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-2 Boiler described above shall be equipped with low NOx burner and be in 
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-3 Boiler exhaust stack shall be equipped with provisions for collection of 
pollutant samples in manner consistent with U. S. EPA test methods. (Rule 
210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall provide facilities, utilities, and safety equipment 
for source testing and inspections upon request of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 
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Operational Conditions 
AQ-4 Visible emissions from boiler exhaust stack shall not exceed 5% opacity or 

Ringelmann No. 1/4. (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-5 Boiler operation shall not exceed 5000-hours/year without prior District 
approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM the boiler operating data 
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Annual Operation Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8). 

AQ-6 Boiler exhaust concentration of sulfur oxides (calculated as SO2) shall not 
exceed 2000 parts per million on a volume basis (ppmv). (Rule 407) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-7 Volume of propane used as fuel for boiler shall not exceed 1.91-million 
gallons per year. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM the boiler fuel use data 
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Annual Operation Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8). 

AQ-8 Operator shall comply with applicable monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping 
requirements of Rule 425.2. (Rule 425.2) 

Verification: The project owner shall complete and submit to the CPM a compliance 
plan that provides a list of the Rule 425.2 and 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Dc plans, tests, 
and recordkeeping requirements and their compliance schedule dates as applicable for 
the boiler at least 30 days prior to first fire of the boiler or earlier as necessary for 
compliance with Rule 425.3 and 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Dc. 

AQ-9 Operator shall maintain annual records of fuel use. (Rule 425.2) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-10 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-11 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and CH & 
SC 41700)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  
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Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-12 Boiler stack shall be equipped with sampling ports (in accordance with 

California Air Resources Board Standards), sampling platform, access to 
sampling platforms, and utilities for sampling equipment to perform source-
sampling operations. (Rule 108.1) 

Initial compliance with NOx emission limits shall be verified by compliance test utilizing 
test methods listed in Subsection VI.B of Rule 425.2 within 60-days of District initial 
start-up inspection. (Rule 210.1) 

Initial testing for Rule 425.2 shall commence within 60-days after annual boiler heat 
attains or exceeds 90,000 therms (9,000-MMBtu). Boiler shall be tested in accordance 
with test methods listed in Subsection VI.B and in accordance to schedule in Subsection 
VI.C of Rule 425.2. (Rule 425.2) 

Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance with any 
emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District request. Test results shall 
be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test completion. (Rule 108.1 and 210.1) 
Verification: The project owner shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen 
working days before the execution of the compliance test required in this condition. The 
test results shall be submitted to the District and to the CPM within 30 days after test 
completion. 

Emission Limits 
AQ-13 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 

following limits: 

Particulate Matter (PM10): 0.27 lb/hr 
 4.02 lb/day 
 0.67 ton/yr 
  
Sulfur Oxides (SOx as SO2): 0.01 lb/hr 

 0.11 lb/day 
 0.02 ton/yr 
  
Oxides of Nitrogen (NO2): 9 ppmv @ 3% O2  

 (Rule 210.1 BACT Rqmt.) 
 0.39 lb/hr 
 5.78 lb/day 
 0.96 ton/yr 
  
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 0.31 lb/hr 
(as defined in Rule 210.1) 4.59 lb/day 

 0.77 ton/yr 
  
Carbon Monoxide: 50 ppmv  

 1.30 lb/hr 
 19.43 lb/day 
 3.24 ton/yr 
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(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1)  

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8), the 
project owner shall include information demonstrating compliance with boiler operating 
emission rates.  

ATC Nos. 0368002 (35.0-MMBtu/hr Propane Fueled Heater) 

Equipment Description 
35.0-MMBtu/hr Propane Fueled heater with low-NOx burner system. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-14 Heater shall be fueled exclusively with propane classified as HD-10 or higher. 

(Rule 210.1) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-15 Heater described above shall be equipped with low NOx burner and be in 
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-16 Heater exhaust stack shall be equipped with provisions for collection of 
pollutant samples in manner consistent with U. S. EPA test methods. (Rule 
210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall provide facilities, utilities, and safety equipment 
for source testing and inspections upon request of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

Operational Conditions 
AQ-17 Visible emissions from heater exhaust stack shall not exceed 5% opacity or 

Ringelmann No. 1/4. (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-18 Heater operation shall not exceed 500-hours/year without prior District 
approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM the boiler operating data 
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Annual Operation Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8). 
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AQ-19 Heater exhaust concentration of sulfur oxides (calculated as SO2) shall not 
exceed 2000 parts per million on a volume basis (ppmv). (Rule 407) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-20 Volume of propane used as fuel for heater shall not exceed 191,257-gallons 
per year. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit to the CPM the heater fuel use data 
demonstrating compliance with this condition as part of the Annual Operation Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8).. 

AQ-21 Operator shall comply with applicable monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping 
requirements of Rule 425.2. (Rule 425.2) 

Verification: The project owner shall complete and submit to the CPM a compliance 
plan that provides a list of the Rule 425.2 and 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Dc plans, tests, 
and recordkeeping requirements and their compliance schedule dates as applicable for 
the heater at least 30 days prior to first fire of the heater or earlier as necessary for 
compliance with Rule 425.3 and 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and Dc. 

AQ-22 Operator shall maintain annual records of fuel use. (Rule 425.2) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-23 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit maintenance reports for all equipment to 
the CPM as part of Annual Compliance Report. As part of the Annual Compliance 
Report, the project owner shall include information on any maintenance performed on 
the heater. 

AQ-24 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and CH & 
SC 41700)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-25 Heater stack shall be equipped with sampling ports (in accordance with 

California Air Resources Board Standards), sampling platform, access to 
sampling platforms, and utilities for sampling equipment to perform source-
sampling operations. (Rule 108.1) 

Initial compliance with NOx emission limits shall be verified by compliance 
test utilizing test methods listed in Subsection VI.B of Rule 425.2 within 60-
days of District initial start-up inspection. (Rule 210.1) 
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Initial testing for Rule 425.2 shall commence within 60-days after annual 
heater heat attains or exceeds 90,000 therms (9,000-MMBtu). Heater shall be 
tested in accordance with test methods listed in Subsection VI.B and in 
accordance to schedule in Subsection VI.C of Rule 425.2. (Rule 425.2) 

Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 
with any emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District 
request. Test results shall be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test 
completion. (Rule 108.1 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen 
working days before the execution of the compliance test required in this condition. The 
test results shall be submitted to the District and to the CPM within 30 days after test 
completion. 

Emission Limits 
AQ-26 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 

following limits: 
Particulate Matter (PM10): 0.27 lb/hr 

 2.68 lb/day 
 0.07 ton/yr 
  
Sulfur Oxides (SOx as SO2): 0.01 lb/hr 

 0.08 lb/day 
 0.002 ton/yr 
  
Oxides of Nitrogen (NO2): 9 ppmv @ 3% O2  

 (Rule 210.1 BACT Rqmt.) 
 0.39 lb/hr 
 3.85 lb/day 
 0.10 ton/yr 
  
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 0.31 lb/hr 
(as defined in Rule 210.1) 3.06 lb/day 

 0.08 ton/yr 
  
Carbon Monoxide: 50 ppmv  

 1.30 lb/hr 
 12.95 lb/day 
 0.32 ton/yr 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1)  
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Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8), the 
project owner shall include information demonstrating compliance with heater operating 
emission rates. 

ATC No. 0368005 (Forced Draft Auxiliary Cooling Tower with 2 Cells and High 
Efficiency Drift Eliminator) 

Equipment Description 
A. Two 30.5-MMBtu (3,017-gpm) Cooling Tower Cells 

B. Two 30-hp Cooling Tower Fans 

C. Two 30-hp (1,765-gpm) Cooling Water Pumps 

D. Make-Up Water Tank 

C. 10-hp Make-Up Water Pump 

AQ-27 No hexavalent chromium containing compounds shall be added to cooling 
tower circulating water. (Rule 429.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-28 Drift eliminator drift rate shall not exceed 0.0005%. (Rule 210.1) 
Verification: The manufacturer guarantee data for the drift eliminator, showing 
compliance with this condition, shall be provided to the CPM and the District 30 days 
prior to cooling tower operation. 

AQ-29 Cooling tower total dissolved solids (TDS) shall not exceed 2000-ppm 
(0.01670-lb/gal). (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The cooling tower recirculating water TDS content shall be tested as 
required in Condition AQ-35 and those tests shall be provided in the Annual 
Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). The project owner shall make the site available 
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission.  

AQ-30 Cooling water volumetric flow rate shall not exceed 6,100-gal/minute. (Rule 
210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-31 Compliance with daily PM10 emission rate shall be determined by the product 
of the following factors: circulating water rate (gallons per day), total dissolved 
solids in blowdown water (lb/gal), and design drift rate (%). (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AIR QUALITY C.1-58 March 2010 



AQ-32 Operator shall comply with applicable monitoring, testing, and recordkeeping 
requirements of Rule 429.1. (Rule 429.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-33 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit maintenance reports for all equipment to 
the CPM as part of Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). As part of the 
Annual Compliance Report, the project owner shall include information on the date, 
time, and duration of any violation of this permit condition. 

AQ-34 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and CH & 
SC 41700) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-35 Compliance with PM10 emission limits shall be determined by continuous 
conductivity monitoring of blowdown water with results available to District 
staff upon request. Additionally, annual calibration verification shall be 
available to District staff upon request. In-lieu of continuous conductivity 
monitoring, tests of total solids in blowdown water sample analysis shall be 
completed at a minimum of once per week by independent laboratory. (Rule 
210.1) 

Verification: The cooling tower recirculating water TDS content test results and 
resulting emission estimates shall be shall be provided in the Annual Compliance 
Report (COMPLIANCE-8). The project owner shall make the site available for 
inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission.  

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-36 Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 

with any emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District 
request. Test results shall be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test 
completion. (Rule 108.1, 210.1, and 429.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide an emissions calculation and water 
sample testing protocol to the District for approval and CPM for review at least 30 days 
prior to initial operation of the cooling tower. The project owner shall notify the District 
and the CPM within fifteen working days before the execution of any compliance tests 
required under this condition. The test results shall be submitted to the District and to 
the CPM within 30 days of the completion of the tests. 
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Emission Limits 

AQ-37 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 
following limits: 
Particulate Matter (PM10): 0.03 lb/hr 
 0.49 lb/day 
 0.09 ton/yr 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance 
with this condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

ATC No. 0368003 (Two 18,000-Gallon Heat Transfer Fluid (HTF) Expansion Tank 
Vented To Vapor Control System, Including HTF Piping Network) 

Equipment Description 
A. Two 18,000 Gallon HTF Expansion Tanks (No. 1 and 2) each with PV vent valve, 

B. 4 – 1,250-gal HTF Overflow tanks north solar field, 

C. 4 – 1,250-gal HTF Overflow tanks south solar field, 

B. 25-hp Expansion tank pump, 

C. HTF Fluid pumps (400-hp), 

D. Nitrogen blanket system, 

E. HTF piping header, 

F. HTF ullage system, 

G. Solar field piping, 

H. Solar generating system piping, and 

I. Piping from expansion tank to vapor control system. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-38 Each HTF tank shall be connected to a volatile organic compound (VOC) 

vapor control system (Permit No. 0368004). (Rule 210.1)  
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Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-39 Volume of each tank shall not exceed 18,000-gallons without prior District 
approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

Operational Conditions 
AQ-40 HTF expansion vessel shall be gas tight and vent to vapor control system 

(Permit No. 0368004). (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-41 The project owner shall establish an inspection and maintenance program to 
determine, repair, and log leaks in HTF piping network and expansion tanks. 
Inspection and maintenance program and related logs shall be available to 
District staff upon request. (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement) 
a. All pumps, compressors and pressure relief devices (pressure relief valves 

or rupture disks) shall be electronically, audio, or visually inspected once 
every operating period. 

b. All accessible valves, fittings, pressure relief devices (PRDs), hatches, 
pumps, compressors, etc. shall be inspected quarterly using a leak 
detection device such as a Foxboro OVA 108 calibrated for methane. 

c. VOC leaks greater than 100-ppmv shall be repaired within seven calendar 
days of detection. 

d. VOC leaks greater than 10,000-ppmv shall be repaired within 24-hours of 
detection. 

e. The project owner shall maintain a log of all VOC leaks exceeding 10,000-
ppmv, including location, component type, and repair made.  

f. The project owner shall maintain record of the amount of HTF replaced on 
a monthly basis for a period of five years. 

g. Any leak detected by District inspection(s) exceeding 100-ppmv and not 
repaired in 7-days and 10,000-ppmv not repaired within 24-hours shall 
constitute a violation of this Authority to Construct (ATC)/Permit to 
Operate (PTO). 

h. Pressure sensing equipment shall be installed that will be capable of 
sensing a major rupture or spill within the HTF network. 

Verification: The project owner shall prepare an Inspection and Maintenance Plan 
that shall be submitted to the CPM for review and approval at least 30 days before 
taking delivery of the HTF. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection 
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of HTF piping Inspection and Maintenance Program records and HTF system 
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-42 The following component count shall be utilized to determine fugitive 
emissions. 

Equipment Count Service Hrs/day Service Hrs/day 
Valves 3050 Light Liquid 16 Heavy Liquid 8 
Pump Seals 4 Light Liquid 16 Heavy Liquid 8 
Connectors 7594 Light Liquid 16 Heavy Liquid 8 
Pressure Relief 
Valve 10 Gas 16 Heavy Liquid 8 

Verification: The project owner shall provide the District for approval and the CPM 
for review any requested revisions to the component count listed in this condition 30 
days prior to utilizing such component counts for fugitive emission calculations, and 
shall keep a record of approved changes in the component count in the inspection and 
maintenance program documentation kept at the site. 

AQ-43 Each expansion tank shall have fixed roof without holes, tears, or other such 
openings, except pressure/vacuum (PV) valves, in the cover which allow the 
emission of VOC. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-44 All expansion tank and overflow tank hatch shall be kept closed and gap-free, 
except during maintenance, inspection, or repair. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-45 Tank roof appurtenances shall not exhibit emissions exceeding 10,000-ppmv 
as methane measured with an instrument calibrated with methane and 
conducted in accordance with U.S. EPA Method 21. (Rule 411) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-46 Each tank shall be maintained leak-free. A "leak" is defined as the dripping of 
liquid volatile organic compounds at a rate of three or more drops per minute, 
or vapor volatile organic compounds in excess of 10,000-ppm as equivalent 
methane as determined by U.S. EPA Test Method 21. (Rule 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-47 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rules 210.1 and 209)  
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Verification: The project owner shall submit maintenance reports for all HTF piping 
and venting equipment to the CPM as part of Annual Compliance Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8).  

AQ-48 Compliance with all operational conditions shall be verified by appropriate 
recordkeeping, including records of operational data needed to demonstrate 
compliance. Such records shall be kept on site in readily available format. 
(Rule 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-49 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health, or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and 
CH&SC Sec 41700) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-50 The District shall be notified of any breakdown conditions in accordance with 
Rule 111 (Equipment Breakdown). (Rule 111)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide equipment breakdown notification as 
required by District Rule 111 and shall provide such data to the CPM within five days of 
District notification and shall provide equipment breakdown records in the Annual 
Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). 

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-51 Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 

with hourly and concentration emission limits for VOC shall be verified 
pursuant to Rule 108.1 and KCAPCD Guidelines for Compliance Testing, 
within 60 days of District request. 

Verification: The project owner shall provide a test protocol to District for approval 
and CPM for review of any compliance tests proposed to be conducted as required 
under this condition at least 30 days prior to conducting such tests. The project owner 
shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen working days before the execution of 
any compliance tests required under this condition. The test results shall be submitted 
to the District and to the CPM within 30 days of the completion of the tests. 

Emission Limits 
AQ-52 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 

following limits: 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 46.43 lb/day 

(as defined in Rule 210.1) 8.47 ton/yr 
 

VOC Emissions from HTF Expansion Assessed on Permit No. 0368004 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 
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Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance 
with this condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

ATC No. 0368004 (Vapor Control System) 

Equipment Description 
A. Piping from expansion tanks (Permit Nos. 0368003) to vapor control system, and 

B. Two Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) adsorption units in series each with 1,000-lb 
GAC vessel, and sampling ports at entrance and exhaust. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-53 Vapor control system shall serve HTF expansion tanks and HTF piping 

system listed on Permit No. 0368003. (Rule 210.1) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-54 Carbon adsorption system shall have provisions for monitoring between 
carbon beds and exhaust of carbon adsorption system. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

Operational Conditions 
AQ-55 Carbon adsorption system shall be operated during heat transfer fluid (HTF) 

expansion system operation and during operation of HTF Ullage system. 
(Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-56 Control efficiency of carbon adsorption vessels shall be at least 95%. 
(Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall provide the District and CPM carbon adsorption 
manufacturer guarantee data showing compliance with this condition at least 30 days 
prior to the installation of the carbon adsorption vessels. 

AQ-57 Vapor samples shall be taken monthly between carbon beds and at the 
exhaust carbon adsorption system and tested for carbon breakthrough. (Rule 
210.1) 
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Verification: The project owner shall keep the monthly vapor sample data at the site 
and shall provide a summary of the vapor sample data as part of the Annual 
Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). The project owner shall make the site available 
for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-58 Carbon breakthrough shall be defined as VOC concentration of 10-ppmv as 
hexane measured after primary carbon bed measured with a flame ionization 
detector (FID) or photo ionization detector (PID). (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-59 Primary carbon bed shall be replaced upon indication of carbon breakthrough. 
(Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall keep primary carbon bed replacement records 
on site and shall provide such records as part of the Annual Compliance Report 
(COMPLIANCE-8). The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-60 Operation of this equipment shall be conducted in compliance with all data 
and specifications submitted with application under which this permit is 
issued. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-61 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer’s specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit maintenance reports for all equipment to 
the CPM as part of Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8).  

AQ-62 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health, or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and 
CH&SC, Sec 41700) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-63 Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 

with any emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District 
request. Test results shall be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test 
completion. (Rule 108.1 and 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide a test protocol to District for approval 
and CPM for review of any compliance tests proposed to be conducted as required 
under this condition at least 30 days prior to conducting such tests. The project owner 
shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen working days before the execution of 
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any compliance tests required under this condition. The test results shall be submitted 
to the District and to the CPM within 30 days of the completion of the tests.  

Emission Limits 
AQ-64 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed the 

following emissions limits: 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 3.13 lb/hr 
(as defined in Rule 210.1) 6.26 lb/day 
 1.14 ton/yr 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1 unless otherwise noted) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and record keeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day the source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 210.1 and 209) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance 
with this condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

ATC No. 0368007 (2000-kW Emergency Generator Set Driven with 2922-Bhp 
Diesel Fueled Piston Engine) 

Equipment Description 
2000-kW Cummins electrical generator set Model DQKC, driven by 2922-bhp Cummins 
Tier 2, Model QSK60-G6 (60.2L), diesel fueled piston engine 

Design Conditions 
AQ-65 Engine shall be equipped with turbocharger and aftercooler. (Rule 210.1 

BACT Requirement) 
Verification: The project owner shall submit the final engine specifications 
documenting compliance with this condition at least 30 days prior to installation of the 
engine. 

AQ-66 Elapsed time meter shall be installed and maintained indicating cumulative 
hours of engine operating time. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: At least thirty (30) days prior to the installation of the engine, the project 
owner shall provide the District and the CPM the specification of the hour timer. 

Operational Conditions 
AQ-67 Visible emissions from engine exhaust after engine has reached normal 

operating temperature shall not equal or exceed 5% opacity or Ringelmann 
No. ¼ for more than three minutes in any one hour. (Rule 210.1 BACT 
Requirement) 
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Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission.  

AQ-68 Exhaust gas particulate matter concentration shall not exceed 0.1 grains/ft3 of 
gas at standard conditions. (Rule 404.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-69 Fuel for diesel piston engine shall conform to California Air Resources Board 
standards for reformulated diesel fuel (low sulfur, 0.0015% by weight and low 
aromatic hydrocarbon, 20% by weight). (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and fuel purchase records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the 
Energy Commission. 

AQ-70 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rule 210.1 and Rule 209) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-71 Compliance with all operational conditions shall be verified by appropriate 
recordkeeping, including records of operational data needed to demonstrate 
compliance. Such records shall be kept on site in readily available format. 
(Rule 209) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-72 Operating record of this equipment shall be maintained in format approved in 
writing by District, kept for minimum of two years, and made available upon 
request of District personnel. Record shall include, at minimum, days and 
hours of operation, location of operation, amount of fuel oil supplied to this 
engine, and date(s), check(s) and certification(s) of injection timing. (Rules 
209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-73 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and 
CH&SC 41700) 
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Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-74 Engine operation shall not exceed 200 hours per year without prior District 
approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on annual engine operating hours to demonstrate 
compliance with this condition including a photograph showing the annual reading of 
engine hours. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-75 Diesel engine driving emergency generator shall comply with Tier 2 emissions 
standards and Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary Compression 
Ignition Engines. (California Code of Regulations 93115, Title 17) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30 
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the 
engines meet the requirements of this condition as well as comply with the NSPS 
Subpart IIII emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase. 

AQ-76 Engine operation for maintenance and testing shall not exceed 50 hours per 
year without prior District approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on annual engine operating hours to demonstrate 
compliance with this condition including a photograph showing the annual reading of 
engine hours. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-77 Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 

with any emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District 
request. Test results shall be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test 
completion. (Rule 108.1 and 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide a test protocol to District for approval 
and CPM for review of any compliance tests proposed to be conducted as required 
under this condition at least 30 days prior to conducting such tests. The project owner 
shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen working days before the execution of 
any compliance tests required under this condition. The test results shall be submitted 
to the District and to the CPM within 30 days of the completion of the tests. 
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Emission Limits 
AQ-78 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 

following limits: 
Particulate Matter (PM10): 0.15 gm/bhp-hr 
 0.97 lb/hr 
 23.19 lb/day 
 0.01 ton/yr 
  
Sulfur Oxides (SOx as SO2): 0.03 lb/hr 
 0.75 lb/day 
 0.00 ton/yr 
  
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx as NO2): 4.5 gm/bhp-hr 
 28.99 lb/hr 
 695.85 lb/day 
 2.90 ton/yr 
  
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 1.93 Lb/hr 
(as defined in Rule 210.1) 46.39

0.19
lb/day 
ton/yr 

  
Carbon Monoxide: 16.75 lb/hr 
 402.04 lb/day 
 1.68 ton/yr 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance 
with this condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

ATC No. 0368008 (Emergency Firewater Pump Driven with 300-Bhp Diesel Fueled 
Piston Engine) 

Equipment Description 
Clarke firewater pump driven by 300-bhp John Deere Tier 3 diesel fueled piston engine. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-79 Engine shall be equipped with turbocharger and aftercooler. (Rule 210.1 

BACT Requirement) 

March 2010 C.1-69 AIR QUALITY 



Verification: The project owner shall submit the final engine specifications 
documenting compliance with this condition at least 30 days prior to installation of the 
engine. 

AQ-80 Elapsed time meter shall be installed and maintained indicating cumulative 
hours of engine operating time. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: At least thirty (30) days prior to the installation of the engine, the project 
owner shall provide the District and the CPM the specification of the hour timer. 

Operational Conditions 
AQ-81 Visible emissions from engine exhaust after engine has reached normal 

operating temperature shall not equal or exceed 5% opacity or Ringelmann 
No. ¼ for more than three minutes in any one hour. (Rule 210.1 BACT 
Requirement) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission.  

AQ-82 Exhaust gas particulate matter concentration shall not exceed 0.1 grains/ft3 of 
gas at standard conditions. (Rule 404.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-83 Fuel for diesel piston engine shall conform to California Air Resources Board 
standards for reformulated diesel fuel (low sulfur, 0.0015% by weight and low 
aromatic hydrocarbon, 20% by weight). (Rule 210.1 BACT Requirement)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and fuel purchase records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the 
Energy Commission. 

AQ-84 Equipment shall be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure compliance with emissions limitations. (Rule 210.1 and Rule 209) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-85 Compliance with all operational conditions shall be verified by appropriate 
recordkeeping, including records of operational data needed to demonstrate 
compliance. Such records shall be kept on site in readily available format. 
(Rule 209) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 
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AQ-86 Operating record of this equipment shall be maintained in format approved in 
writing by District, kept for minimum of two years, and made available upon 
request of District personnel. Record shall include, at minimum, days and 
hours of operation, location of operation, amount of fuel oil supplied to this 
engine, and date(s), check(s) and certification(s) of injection timing. (Rules 
209 and 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-87 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and 
CH&SC 41700) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
equipment and records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy 
Commission. 

AQ-88 Engine operation shall not exceed 200 hours per year without prior District 
approval. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report the project owner shall 
include information on annual engine operating hours to demonstrate compliance with 
this condition including a photograph showing the annual reading of engine hours. 
The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records by 
representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-89 Diesel engine driving emergency fire water pump shall comply with Tier 3 
emissions standards and Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Stationary 
Compression Ignition Engines. (California Code of Regulations 93115, 
Title 17) 

Verification: The project owner shall submit the engine specifications at least 30 
days prior to purchasing the engines for review and approval demonstrating that the 
engines meet the requirements of this condition as well as comply with the NSPS 
Subpart IIII emission limit requirements at the time of engine purchase. 

AQ-90 Engine operation for maintenance and testing shall not exceed number of 
hours necessary to comply with the testing requirements of the National Fire 
Protection Association (NFPA) 25 – “Standard for the Inspection, Testing and 
Maintenance of Water Based Fire Protection Systems,” 2002 edition without 
prior District approval. (California Code of Regulations 93115, Title 17) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on annual engine operating hours to demonstrate 
compliance with this condition including a photograph showing the annual reading of 
engine hours. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 
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AQ-91 Additional engine operation for maintenance and emissions testing (excluding 
NFPA 25 testing) shall not exceed 50 hours per year without prior District 
approval. (California Code of Regulations 93115, Title 17) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on annual engine operating hours to demonstrate 
compliance with this condition including a photograph showing the annual reading of 
engine hours. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

Compliance Testing Requirements 
AQ-92 Should inspection reveal conditions indicative of non-compliance, compliance 

with any emission limitations shall be verified, within 60 days of District 
request. Test results shall be submitted to KCAPCD within 30 days after test 
completion. (Rule 108.1 and 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide a test protocol to District for approval 
and CPM for review of any compliance tests proposed to be conducted as required 
under this condition at least 30 days prior to conducting such tests. The project owner 
shall notify the District and the CPM within fifteen working days before the execution of 
any compliance tests required under this condition. The test results shall be submitted 
to the District and to the CPM within 30 days of the completion of the tests. 

Emission Limits 
AQ-93 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed 

following limits: 
Particulate Matter (PM10): 0.15 gm/bhp-hr 
 0.10 Lb/hr 
 2.38 lb/day 
 0.01 ton/yr 
  
Sulfur Oxides (SOx as SO2): 0.003 lb/hr 
 0.08 lb/day 
 0.0003 ton/yr 
  
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx as NO2): 2.8 gm/bhp-hr 
 1.85 lb/hr 
 44.45 lb/day 
 0.19 ton/yr 
  
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 0.13 Lb/hr 
(as defined in Rule 210.1) 3.18

0.01
lb/day 
ton/yr 

  
Carbon Monoxide: 1.72 lb/hr 
 41.28 lb/day 
 0.17 ton/yr 
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(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1, unless otherwise 
noted.) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information on operating emission rates to demonstrate compliance 
with this condition. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of 
records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

ATC No. 0368006 (Bio-Remediation of Hydrocarbon Contaminated Soil) 

Equipment Description 
A. 800-ft. by 200-ft. bio-remediation/land-farm facility, 

B. Irrigation system for bio-remediation/land-farm facility, and 

C. Bio-remediation fertilizer for enhanced bio-remediation. 

Design Conditions 
AQ-94 Bio-remediation area shall be lined with minimum 60-mil high density 

polyethylene (HDPE) or alternate lining approved by Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Board (LRWQB). (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-95 The project owner shall provide District with depth of bio-remediation 
operation area. (Rule 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall submit the depth of the bio-remediation 
operation area to the District and CPM prior to use of the bio-remediation operation 
area.  

Operational Conditions 
AQ-96 Visible emissions from bio-remediation/land-farm facility shall not equal to 

exceed 0% opacity for more than five minutes in any two hour period. (Rule 
210.1 BACT Requirement) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-97 The project owner shall have flame ionization detector (FID) or photo 
ionization detector (PID) on site to measure soil VOC emissions (measured 
as hexane). (Rule 210.1) 
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Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

AQ-98 The project owner shall maintain weekly VOC readings of bio-remediation 
area during any time it is operated. The project owner shall provide protocol 
for VOC readings, soil acidity (pH), soil moisture content (% weight), soil 
temperature (°F), and Nutrient Ratio (C:N:P) to be approved by District staff. 
(Rule 210.1)  

Verification: The project owner shall provide a protocol for measuring bio-
remediation soil VOC content to the District for approval and the CPM for review prior to 
use of the bio-remediation operation area. The project owner shall make the site 
available for inspection of records and equipment by representatives of the District, 
ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-99 If soil in bio-remediation area registers a VOC reading of less than 50-ppm by 
volume, measured three inches above soil surface, with FID or PID 
compliance with Condition AQ-73 is not required. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: Logs of the bio-remediation soil VOC content measurements shall be 
kept with specific notation regarding whether VOC readings are above or below 50 ppm 
by volume. The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records and 
equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-100 If soil in bio-remediation area registers a VOC reading greater than or equal 
to 50-ppm (calibrated to methane) by volume, measured three inches above 
soil surface, with FID or PID bio-remediation operation shall comply with the 
following conditions. (Rule 210.1) 
A. Affected soil stockpile shall be covered with minimum 10-mile plastic 

sheeting within 24-hours of detection to control emissions during treatment 
until VOC readings 3-inches above the uncovered soil stockpile are less 
than 50-ppmv. (Rule 210.1) 

B. Covered soil stockpile shall be treated by enhanced bio-remediation using 
accepted environmental engineering practices to maintain conditions 
suitable for bio-remediation. Soil in stockpiles shall be conditioned as 
necessary through addition of nutrients, moisture and air as needed. 

C. The following parameters in treatment area shall be monitored according 
to approval protocol: VOC readings over treatment area in use, soil acidity 
(pH), soil moisture content (% weight), soil temperature (°F), and Nutrient 
Ratio (C:N:P).  

D. Records of soil treatment and monitoring results shall be maintained at the 
site for a period of at least 5-years, and 

E. If bio-remediation operation is not effective after two months (i.e. VOC 
readings show no reduction in VOC content), the project owner shall 
propose alternate method of soil remediation for District approval. 
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Verification: Logs of the bio-remediation soil VOC content measurements shall be 
kept with specific notation regarding whether VOC readings are above or below 50 ppm 
by volume with other records required by this condition. A summary of the bio-
remediation operation area records to demonstrate ongoing compliance with this 
condition shall be provided in the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8).  

AQ-101 Soil moisture content shall be maintained according to District approved 
protocol. (Rule 210.1) 

Verification: A summary of the bio-remediation operation area records to 
demonstrate ongoing compliance with this condition shall be provided in the Annual 
Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8). 

AQ-102 Compliance with all operational conditions shall be verified by appropriate 
recordkeeping, including records of operational data needed to demonstrate 
compliance. Such records shall be kept on site in readily available format. 
(Rule 209)  

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

AQ-103 No emission resulting from use of this equipment shall cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, annoyance to or endanger comfort, repose, health or 
safety of any considerable number of persons or public. (Rule 419 and 
CH&SC 41700) 

Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
and equipment by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission.  

Emission Limits 
AQ-104 Emissions rate of each air contaminant from this unit shall not exceed the 

following emissions limits: 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC): 0.17 lb/day 

(as defined in Rule 210.1) 0.03 ton/yr 

(Emissions limits established pursuant to Rule 210.1 unless otherwise noted) 

Compliance with maximum daily emission limits shall be verified by source 
operator (with appropriate operational data and recordkeeping to document 
maximum daily emission rate) each day source is operated and such 
documentation of compliance shall be retained and made readily available to 
District for period of three years. (Rules 209 and 210.1) 

Verification: As part of the Annual Compliance Report (COMPLIANCE-8) the project 
owner shall include information that demonstrates that the bio-remediation area has 
been operated using good engineering practices. Such operation shall be deemed to 
demonstrate compliance with this condition. The project owner shall make the site 
available for inspection of records by representatives of the District, ARB, and the 
Energy Commission. 
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Facility Wide Conditions 

Construction Activity 
AQ-105 All construction phase emissions shall be controlled utilizing reasonably 

available control provisions, e.g. construction site and unsurfaced roadway 
dust control, conscientious maintenance of mobile and piston engine-powered 
equipment, etc. 

Verification: The project owner shall comply with the requirements of Conditions 
AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5. 

Air Toxics 
AQ-106 Facility shall comply with California Health and Safety Code Sections 44300 

through 44384. (Rule 208.1) 
Verification: The project owner shall make the site available for inspection of records 
by representatives of the District, ARB, and the Energy Commission. 

C.1.14 CONCLUSIONS 

Staff has made the following conclusions about the RSPP: 

• The proposed project would not have the potential to exceed PSD emission levels 
during direct source operation and the facility is not considered a major stationary 
source with potential to cause adverse NEPA air quality impacts. However, without 
adequate fugitive dust mitigation, the proposed project would have the potential to 
exceed the PSD emission levels for PM10 during construction, and could cause 
potential localized exceedances of the PM10 NAAQS during construction. 
Recommended Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC4 would 
adequately mitigate these potentially adverse NEPA impacts. 

• The proposed project would have the potential to exceed the General Conformity 
PM10 applicability threshold (100 tons/year) during construction and operation. 
Recommended Conditions of Certification AQ-SC7, for operation, will adequately 
mitigate this potentially adverse NEPA impacts; however, even considering staff’s 
recommended construction Conditions of Certification AQ-SC1 through AQ-SC5, the 
PM10 emissions during construction are estimated to exceed the General 
Conformity applicability threshold. Therefore, the BLM will have to complete a 
General Conformity analysis for the project prior to completing the project’s Record 
of Decision (ROD). Based on the modeling analysis contained in this SA/DPA/DEIS, 
staff concludes that the BLM will be able to determine that the selected project 
alternative conforms to the applicable SIP per the criteria of 40 CFR Part 93.158.  

• The proposed project would comply with applicable District Rules and Regulations 
and staff recommends the inclusion of the District’s PDOC conditions as Conditions 
of Certification AQ-1 through AQ-106.  

• If left unmitigated, the proposed project’s construction activities would likely 
contribute to significant CEQA adverse PM10 and ozone impacts. Staff recommends 
AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5 to mitigate the potential impacts.  
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• The proposed project’s operation would not cause new violations of any NO2, SO2, 
PM2.5 or CO ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the project-direct operation 
NOx, SOx, PM2.5 and CO emission impacts are not CEQA significant. However, the 
analyses did not include the new federal 1-hour NO2 ambient air quality standard. 

• The proposed project’s direct and indirect, or secondary emissions contribution to 
existing violations of the ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards are likely 
CEQA significant if unmitigated. Therefore, staff recommends AQ-SC6 to mitigate 
the onsite maintenance vehicle emissions and AQ-SC7 to mitigate the operating 
fugitive dust emissions to ensure that the potential ozone and PM10 CEQA impacts 
are mitigated to less than significant over the life of the project.  

• The proposed project would be consistent with the requirements of SB 1368 and the 
Emission Performance Standard for greenhouse gases (see Appendix Air-1). 
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ACRONYMS 

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard 

AERMOD ARMS/EPA Regulatory Model 

AFC Application for Certification 

APCO Air Pollution Control Officer 

AQCMM Air Quality Construction Mitigation Manager 

AQCMP Air Quality Construction Mitigation Plan 

APCD Air Pollution Control District 

ARB California Air Resources Board 

ATC Authority to Construct 

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure 

BACT Best Available Control Technology 

bhp  brake horsepower 

BLM Bureau of Land Management 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission) 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 

CPM (CEC) Compliance Project Manager 
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DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report (this document) 

DPM Diesel Particulate Matter 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

ERC Emission Reduction Credit 

FDOC Final Determination Of Compliance 

FEIR Final Environmental Impact Report (to be prepared after this document) 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GSU Generator Set-up Unit 

H2S Hydrogen Sulfide 

hp horsepower 

HSC Health and Safety Code 

KCAPCD Kern County Air Pollution Control District 

kV Kilovolt 

lbs Pounds 

LORS Laws, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards 

MCR Monthly Compliance Report 

MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin 

μg/m3 microgram per cubic meter 

mg/m3 milligrams per cubic meter 

MW Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts) 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

NEPA National Environmental Protection Act 

NO Nitric Oxide 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NOx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides 

NSPS New Source Performance Standard 

NSR New Source Review 

O2 Oxygen 

O3 Ozone 

OLM Ozone Limiting Method 

PDOC Preliminary Determination Of Compliance 

PM Particulate Matter 
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PM10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter 

PM2.5 Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 

ppm  Parts Per Million 

ppmv Parts Per Million by Volume 

ppmvd Parts Per Million by Volume, Dry 

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration  

PTO Permit to Operate 

ROD Record of Decision (Federal EIS process) 

RSPP Ridgecrest Solar Power Project 

SA/DPA/DEIS Staff Assessment/Draft Plan Amendment/Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

SA/DPA/DEISE Staff Assessment/Draft Plan Amendment/Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Errata (will be prepared after this document) 

SCE Southern California Edison 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SO2  Sulfur Dioxide 

SO4 Sulfate 

SOx Oxides of Sulfur 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

tpy tons per year 

U.S.EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
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APPENDIX AIR-1 - GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Testimony of William Walters, P.E. 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 
The Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP) is a proposed addition to the state’s 
electricity system. RSPP is a 250 MW solar concentrating thermal power plant, which 
would utilize parabolic trough solar thermal technology to solar heat a heat transfer fluid 
(HTF). This hot HTF would be used to generate steam in a solar steam generator. As a 
solar project, its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be considerably less than the 
existing statewide average GHG emissions per unit of generation and considerably less 
than the GHG emissions from existing fossil fuel fired power plants providing generation 
to California, and thus would contribute to continued reduction of GHG emissions in the 
interconnected California and the western United States electricity systems. 

While RSPP would emit some GHG emissions, the contribution of RSPP to the system 
build-out of renewable resources to meet the goals of the Renewable Portfolio Standard 
(RPS) in California would result in a net cumulative reduction of energy generation and 
GHG emissions from new and existing fossil-fired electricity resources. Electricity is 
produced by operation of inter-connected generation resources. Operation of one power 
plant, like RSPP, affects all other power plants in the interconnected system. RSPP 
would be a “must-take” facility and its operation would affect the overall electricity 
system operation and GHG emissions in several ways: 

• RSPP would provide low-GHG, renewable generation. 

• RSPP would facilitate to some degree the replacement high GHG emitting (e.g., out-
of-state coal) electricity generation that must be phased out to meet the State’s 2006 
Emissions Performance Standard.  

• RSPP could facilitate to some extent the replacement of generation provided by 
aging fossil-fired power plants that use once-through cooling. 

These system impacts would result in a net reduction in GHG emissions across the 
electricity system providing energy and capacity to California. Thus, staff concludes that 
the proposed project would result in a cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions 
from power plants, does not worsen current conditions, and would not result in impacts 
that are cumulatively CEQA significant.  

Staff concludes that the short-term minor emission of greenhouse gases during 
construction that are necessary to create this new, low GHG-emitting power generating 
facility would be sufficiently reduced by “best practices” and would be more than offset 
by GHG emission reductions during operation. Thus, construction GHG emissions 
would not be CEQA significant.  

The RSPP, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by rule to comply 
with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements of SB 1368 
(Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 
2903 [b][1]). 
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The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has promulgated regulations for mandatory 
GHG emission reporting to comply with the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006 (AB 32 Núñez, Statutes of 2006, Chapter 488, Health and Safety Code sections 
38500 et seq.) (ARB 2008a). The RSPP, which solely generates electricity from solar 
power, is exempt from the mandatory GHG emission reporting requirements for 
electricity generating facilities [CCR Title 17 §95101(c)(1)]. However, the proposed 
project may be subject to future reporting requirements and GHG reductions or trading 
requirements as additional state or federal GHG regulations are developed and 
implemented.  

INTRODUCTION  
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are not criteria pollutants, but they are discussed in 
the context of cumulative impacts. However, on April 2, 2007, the U.S. Supreme Court 
found that GHGs are pollutants that must be covered by the federal Clean Air Act. In 
response, on September 30, 2009, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency proposed 
to apply Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements to facilities whose 
carbon dioxide-equivalent emissions exceed 25,000 tons per year (U.S.EPA 2009c). 
The rule making is not finalized, but the GHG emissions for RSPP are not expected to 
exceed this amount.  

The state has demonstrated a clear willingness to address global climate change 
through research, adaptation and inventory reductions. In that context, staff evaluates 
the GHG emissions from the proposed project, presents information on GHG emissions 
related to electricity generation, and describes the applicable GHG standards and 
requirements. 

Generation of electricity can produce greenhouse gases with the criteria air pollutants 
that have been traditionally regulated under the federal and state Clean Air Acts. For 
fossil fuel-fired power plants, the GHG emissions include primarily carbon dioxide, with 
much smaller amounts of nitrous oxide (N2O, not NO or NO2, which are commonly 
known as NOx or oxides of nitrogen), and methane (CH4 – often from unburned natural 
gas). For solar energy generation projects the stationary source GHG emissions are 
much smaller than fossil fuel-fired power plants, but the associated maintenance vehicle 
emissions are higher. Other sources of GHG emissions include sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) 
from high voltage equipment and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs) from refrigeration/chiller equipment. GHG emissions from the electricity sector 
are dominated by CO2 emissions from carbon-based fuels; other sources of GHG 
emissions are small and also are more likely to be easily controlled or reused or 
recycled, but are nevertheless documented here as some of the compounds have very 
high global warming potentials.  

Global warming potential is a relative measure, compared to carbon dioxide, of a 
compound’s residence time in the atmosphere and ability to warm the planet. Mass 
emissions of GHGs are converted into carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2E) metric tonnes 
(MT) for ease of comparison. 
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS  

The following federal, state, and local laws and policies in Greenhouse Gas Table 1 
pertain to the control and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions. Staff’s analysis 
examines the proposed project’s compliance with these requirements. 

Greenhouse Gas Table 1 
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS) 

Applicable Law Description 
Federal 
40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 98 

This rule requires mandatory reporting of GHG 
emissions for facilities that emit more than 25,000 
metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions per year.  

State 
California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006, AB 32 
(Stats. 2006; Chapter 488; 
Health and Safety Code 
sections 38500 et seq.) 

This act requires the California Air Resource Board 
(ARB) to enact standards that will reduce GHG 
emission to 1990 levels by 2020. Electricity production 
facilities will be regulated by the ARB. 

California Code of 
Regulations, tit. 17, 
Subchapter 10, Article 2, 
sections 95100 et. seq. 

These ARB regulations implement mandatory GHG 
emissions reporting as part of the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Stats. 2006; Chapter 
488; Health and Safety Code sections 38500 et seq.) 

Title 20, California Code of 
Regulations, section 2900 et 
seq.; CPUC Decision 
D0701039 in proceeding 
R0604009 

The regulations prohibit utilities from entering into long-
term contracts with any base load facility that does not 
meet a greenhouse gas emission standard of 0.5 metric 
tonnes carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour (0.5 
MTCO2/MWh) or 1,100 pounds carbon dioxide per 
megawatt-hour (1,100 lbs CO2/MWh). 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND ELECTRICITY PRODUCTION 

There is general scientific consensus that climate change is occurring and that human 
activity contributes in some measure (perhaps substantially) to that change. Man-made 
emissions of greenhouse gases, if not sufficiently curtailed, are likely to contribute 
further to continued increases in global temperatures. Indeed, the California Legislature 
finds that “[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public 
health, natural resources, and the environment of California” (Cal. Health & Safety 
Code, sec. 38500, division 25.5, part 1).  

In 1998, the Energy Commission identified a range of strategies to prepare for an 
uncertain climate future, including a need to account for the environmental impacts 
associated with energy production, planning, and procurement (CEC 1998, p.5). In 
2003, the Energy Commission recommended that the state require reporting of 
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greenhouse gases (GHG) or global climate change19 emissions as a condition of state 
licensing of new electric generating facilities (CEC 2003, IEPR p. 42). In 2006, 
California enacted the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). It 
requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to adopt standards that will reduce 
statewide GHG emissions to statewide GHG emissions levels in 1990, with such 
reductions to be achieved by 2020. 20 To achieve this, ARB has a mandate to define the 
1990 emissions level and achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emission reductions. 

The ARB adopted early action GHG reduction measures in October 2007, adopted 
mandatory reporting requirements and the 2020 statewide target in December 2007, 
and adopted a statewide scoping plan in December 2008 to identify how emission 
reductions will be achieved from major sources of GHG via regulations, market 
mechanisms, and other actions. ARB staff is developing regulatory language to 
implement its plan and holds ongoing public workshops on key elements of the 
recommended GHG reduction measures, including market mechanisms (ARB 2006). 
The regulations must be effective by January 1, 2011 and mandatory compliance 
commences on January 1, 2012. The mandatory reporting requirements are effective 
for electric generating facilities with a nameplate capacity equal or greater than 1 
megawatt (MW) capacity if their emissions exceed 2,500 metric tonnes per year. The 
due date for initial reports by existing facilities was June 1, 2009.  

Examples of strategies that the state might pursue for managing GHG emissions in 
California, in addition to those recommended by the Energy Commission and the Public 
Utilities Commission, were identified in the California Climate Action Team’s Report to 
the Governor (CalEPA 2006). The scoping plan approved by ARB in December 2008 
builds upon the overall climate policies of the Climate Action Team report and shows 
the recommended strategies to achieve the goals for 2020 and beyond. Some 
strategies focus on reducing consumption of petroleum across all areas of the California 
economy. Improvements in transportation energy efficiency (fuel economy), land use 
planning, and alternatives to petroleum-based fuels are slated to provide substantial 
reductions by 2020 (CalEPA 2006). The scoping plan includes a requirement for 33% of 
California’s electrical energy to be provided from renewable sources by 2020 
(implementing California’s 33% RPS goal), aggressive energy efficiency targets, and a 
cap-and-trade system that includes the electricity sector (ARB 2008b). 

It is likely that GHG reductions mandated by ARB will not be uniform across emitting 
sectors, in that reductions will be based on cost-effectiveness (i.e., the greatest effect 
for the least cost). For example, the ARB proposes a 40% reduction in GHG from the 
electricity sector, even though that sector currently only produces about 25% of the 
state’s GHG emissions. In response, in September 2008 the Energy Commission and 
the Public Utilities Commission provided recommendations (CPUC 2008) to ARB on 

                                            
19 Global climate change is the result of greenhouse gases, or air emissions with global warming 

potentials, affecting the global energy balance, and thereby, climate of the planet. The term greenhouse 
gases (GHG) and global climate change (GCC) gases are used interchangeably. 

20 Governor Schwarzenegger has also issued Executive Order S-3-05 establishing a goal of 80% 
below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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how to achieve such reductions through both programmatic and regulatory approaches, 
and identified regulation points should ARB decide that a multi-sector cap and trade 
system is warranted. 

The Energy Commission’s 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) also addressed 
climate change within the electricity, natural gas, and transportation sectors (CEC 
2007). For the electricity sector, it recommended such approaches as pursuing all cost-
effective energy efficiency measures and meeting the Governor’s stated goal of a 33% 
renewable portfolio standard. The Energy Commission’s 2009 Integrated Energy Policy 
Report continues to emphasize the importance of meeting greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction goals along with other important statewide issues such as backing out use of 
once-through cooling in coastal California power plants (CEC 2009d). 

SB 136821, enacted in 2006, and regulations adopted by the Energy Commission and 
the Public Utilities Commission pursuant to the bill, prohibits California utilities from 
entering into long-term commitments with any base load facilities that exceed the 
Emission Performance Standard of 0.500 metric tonnes CO2 per megawatt-hour22 
(1,100 pounds CO2/MWh). Specifically, the SB 1368 Emission Performance Standard 
(EPS) applies to base load power from new power plants, new investments in existing 
power plants, and new or renewed contracts with terms of five years or more, including 
contracts with power plants located outside of California.23 If a project, instate or out of 
state, plans to sell base load electricity to a California utility that utility will have to 
demonstrate that the project meets the EPS. Base load units are defined as units that 
operate at a capacity factor higher than 60%. As a renewable electricity generating 
facility, RSPP is determined by rule to be compliant with the SB 1368 EPS. 

In addition to these programs, California is involved in the Western Climate Initiative, a 
multi-state and international effort to establish a cap and trade market to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in the Western United States and the Western Electricity 
Coordinating Council (WECC). The timelines for the implementation of this program are 
similar to those of AB 32, with full roll-out beginning in 2012. And as with AB 32, the 
electricity sector has been a major focus of attention. 

ELECTRICITY PROJECT GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Electricity use can be as simple as turning on a switch to operate a light or fan. The 
system to deliver adequate and reliable electricity supply is complex and variable. But it 
operates as an integrated whole to meet demand, such that the dispatch of a new 
source of generation generally curtails or displaces one or more less efficient or less 
competitive existing sources. Within the system, generation resources provide 
electricity, or energy, generating capacity, and ancillary services to stabilize the system 
and facilitate electricity delivery, or movement, over the grid. Capacity is the 
instantaneous output of a resource, in megawatts. Energy is the capacity output over a 
unit of time, for example an hour or year, generally reported as megawatt-hours or 

                                            
21 Public Utilities Code § 8340 et seq.  
22 The Emission Performance Standard only applies to carbon dioxide, and does not include emissions 

of other greenhouse gases converted to carbon dioxide equivalent. 
23 See Rule at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUBLISHED/FINAL_DECISION/64072.htm  
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gigawatt-hours (GWh). Ancillary services24 include regulation, spinning reserve, non-
spinning reserve, voltage support, and black start capability. Individual generation 
resources can be built and operated to provide only one specific service. Alternatively, a 
resource may be able to provide one or all of these services, depending on its design 
and constantly changing system needs and operations.  

California is actively pursuing policies to reduce GHG emissions that include adding 
non-GHG emitting renewable generation resources to the system mix. The generation 
of electricity using fossil fuels, even in a back-up generator at a thermal solar plant, 
produces air emissions known as greenhouse gases in addition to the criteria air 
pollutants that have been traditionally regulated under the federal and state Clean Air 
Acts. Greenhouse gas emissions contribute to the warming of the earth’s atmosphere, 
leading to climate change.  

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
Construction of industrial facilities such as power plants requires coordination of 
numerous equipment and personnel. The concentrated on-site activities result in short-
term, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions that include 
greenhouse gases. The construction would last approximately 28 months. The 
greenhouse gas emissions estimate, for the entire construction period, provided by the 
applicant is below in Greenhouse Gas Table 2.  

Greenhouse Gas Table 2  
Estimated RSPP Potential Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction Element CO2-Equivalent (MTCO2E) a,b 
On-Site Construction Equipment 27,558 

On-Site Motor Vehicles 591 

Off-Site Motor Vehicles 15,108 

Construction Total 43,257 
Source: SM 2010a, Table DR-AIR-12. 
a One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms 
b The vast majority of the CO2E emissions, over 99%, is CO2 from these combustion sources. 

PROJECT OPERATIONS 
Operations GHG emissions are shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 3. Operation of the 
RSPP would cause GHG emissions from the auxiliary boiler, HTF heater, fire pump 
engine, emergency generator engine, maintenance fleet and employee trips, and sulfur 
hexafluoride emissions from new electrical component equipment. 

                                            
24 See page CEC 2009b, page 95. 
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Greenhouse Gas Table 3  
Estimated RSPP Potential Operating Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Annual CO2-Equivalent (MTCO2E)a 
Auxiliary Boiler b 3,631 

HTF Heater b 1,117 

Emergency Generator Engine b 76 

Fire Pump Engine b 8 

Maintenance Vehicles b 37 

Delivery Vehicles b 53 

Employee Vehicles b 765 

Equipment Leakage (SF6) 6 

Total Project GHG Emissions – MTCO2E b 5,693 
Facility MWh per year 500,000 

Facility GHG Emission Rate (MTCO2E/MWh) 0.011 
Sources: SM 2010a, Table E.2-17; and employee vehicle emissions have been estimated by staff. 
a One metric tonne (MT) equals 1.1 short tons or 2,204.6 pounds or 1,000 kilograms. 
b The vast majority of the CO2E emissions, over 99%, is CO2 from these emission sources. 

Greenhouse Gas Table 3 shows what the proposed project, as permitted, could 
potentially emit in greenhouse gases on an annual basis. All emissions are converted to 
CO2-equivalent and totaled. Electricity generation GHG emissions are generally 
dominated by CO2 emissions from the carbon-based fuels; other sources of GHG are 
typically small and also are more likely to be easily controlled or reused/recycled. For 
this solar project the primary fuel, solar energy, is greenhouse gas free, but there is 
propane used in the auxiliary boiler used for morning startup and the HTF heater used 
for freeze protection, and gasoline and diesel fuel use in the maintenance vehicles, 
offsite delivery vehicles, staff and employee vehicles, the fire water pump engine, and 
the emergency generator engine. Another GHG emission source for this proposed 
project is SF6 from electrical equipment leakage. 

The proposed project is estimated to emit, directly from primary and secondary 
emission sources on an annual basis, nearly 5,700 metric tonnes of CO2-equivalent 
GHG emissions per year. RSPP, as a renewable energy generation facility, is 
determined by rule to comply with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance 
Standard requirements of SB 1368 (Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission 
Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 2903 [b][1]). Regardless, RSPP has an 
estimated GHG emission rate of 0.011 MTCO2E/MWh, well below the Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Performance Standard of 0.500 MTCO2/MWh. 
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Solar Project Energy Payback Time 
The beneficial energy and greenhouse gas impacts of renewable energy projects can 
also be measured by the energy payback time25. Greenhouse Gas Tables 2 and 3 
provide an estimate of the onsite construction and operation emissions, employee 
transportation emissions, and the final segment of offsite materials and consumables 
transportation. However, there are additional direct transportation and indirect 
manufacturing GHG emissions associated with the construction and operation of the 
proposed project, which are all considered in the determination of the energy payback 
time. A document sponsored by Greenpeace estimates that the energy payback time for 
concentrating solar power plants, such as RSPP, to be on the order of five months 
(Greenpeace 2005, Page 9); and the project life for RSPP is on the order of 30 years. 
Therefore, the proposed project’s GHG emissions reduction potential from energy 
displacement would be substantial26. 

Natural Carbon Uptake Reduction 
This proposed project would cause the clearing of land and removal of vegetation, 
which would reduce the ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation. A study of the 
Mojave Desert indicated that the desert may uptake carbon in amounts as high as 100 
grams per square meter per year (Wohlfahrt et. al. 2008). This would equate to a 
maximum reduction in carbon uptake, calculated as CO2, of 1.48 MT of CO2 per acre 
per year for areas with complete vegetation removal. For this 2,002 acre proposed 
project (SM 2010a), which does require the complete removal of vegetation over most 
of the project site, the maximum equivalent loss in carbon uptake would be 2,963 MT of 
CO2 per year, which would correspond to 0.006 MT of CO2 per MWh generated. 
Therefore, the natural carbon uptake loss is negligible in comparison with the reduction 
in fossil fuel CO2 emissions, which can range from 0.35 to 1.0 MT of CO2 per MWh 
depending on the fuel and technology, that is enabled by this proposed project.  

CLOSURE AND DECOMMISSIONING 
Closure and decommissioning, as a one-time limited duration event, would have 
emissions that are similar in type and magnitude, but likely lower than, the construction 
emissions as discussed above. 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  

Staff assesses four kinds of impacts: construction, operation, closure and 
decommissioning, and cumulative effects. As the name implies, construction impacts 
result from the emissions occurring during the construction of the proposed project. The 

                                            
25 The energy payback time is the time required to produce an amount of energy as great as what was 

consumed during production, which in the context of a solar power plant includes all of the energy 
required during construction and operation. 

26 The GHG displacement for the project would be similar to, but not exactly the same as, the amount 
of energy produced after energy payback is achieved multiplied by the average GHG emissions per unit 
of energy displaced. The average GHG emissions for the displaced energy over the project life is not 
known but currently fossil fuel fired power plants have GHG emissions that range from 0.35 MT/MWh 
CO2E for the most efficient combined cycle gas turbine power plants to over 1.0 MT/MWh for coal fired 
power plants.  
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operation impacts result from the emissions of the proposed project during operation. 
Cumulative impacts analysis assesses the impacts that result from the proposed 
project’s incremental effect viewed over time. The impact of GHG emissions caused by 
this solar facility is characterized by considering how the power plant would affect the 
overall electricity system. The integrated electricity system depends on non-fossil and 
fossil-fueled generation resources to provide energy and satisfy local capacity needs. 
As directed by the Energy Commission’s adopted order initiating an informational (OII) 
proceeding (08-GHG OII-1) (CEC 2009a), staff is refining and implementing the concept 
of a “blueprint” that describes the long-term roles (i.e., retirements and displacement) of 
fossil-fueled power plants in California’s electricity system as we move to a high-
renewable, low-GHG electricity system, which will include projects like RSPP. 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

Construction Impacts 
Staff concludes that the GHG emission increases from construction activities would not 
be CEQA significant for several reasons. First, the period of construction would be 
short-term and the emissions intermittent during that period, not ongoing during the life 
of the proposed project. Second, best practices control measures that staff 
recommends, such as limiting idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment that 
meets the latest emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas 
emissions since the use of newer equipment would increase efficiency and reduce GHG 
emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) 
mandates that will likely be part of the ARB regulations to reduce GHG from 
construction vehicles and equipment. And lastly, these temporary GHG emissions are 
necessary to create this renewable energy source that would provide power with a very 
low GHG emissions profile, and the construction emissions would be more than offset 
by the reduction in fossil fuel fired generation that would be enabled by this proposed 
project. If the project construction emissions were distributed over the estimated 30 year 
life of the proposed project they would only increase the project life time annual facility 
GHG emissions rate by 0.0029 MT CO2E per MWh. 

Direct/Indirect Operation Impacts and Mitigation 
The proposed RSPP promotes the state’s efforts to move towards a high-renewable, 
low-GHG electricity system, and, therefore, reduces both the amount of natural gas 
used by electricity generation and greenhouse gas emissions.  

Net GHG emissions for the integrated electric system will decline when new renewable 
power plants are added to: 1) move renewable generation towards the 33% target; 2) 
improve the overall efficiency, or GHG emission rate, of the electric system; or 3) serve 
load growth or capacity needs more efficiently, or with fewer GHG emissions. 

The Role of RSPP in Renewables Goals/Load Growth 
As California moves towards an increased reliance on renewable energy by 
implementing the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS), non-renewable energy 
resources will be displaced. These reductions in non-renewable energy, shown in 
Greenhouse Gas Table 4, are targeted to be as much as 36,500 GWh. These 
assumptions are conservative in that the forecasted growth in electricity retail sales 
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assumes that the impacts of planned increases in expenditures on (uncommitted) 
energy efficiency are already embodied in the current retail sales forecast27. Energy 
Commission staff estimates that as much as 18,000 GWh of additional savings due to 
uncommitted energy efficiency programs may be forthcoming.28 This would reduce non-
renewable energy needs by a further 12,000 GWh given a 33% RPS.  

Greenhouse Gas Table 4 
Estimated Changes in Non-Renewable Energy  

Potentially Needed to Meet California Loads, 2008-2020 

California Electricity Supply Annual GWh 
Statewide Retail Sales, 2008, actual a 264,794 

Statewide Retail Sales, 2020, forecast a 289,697 

Growth in Retail Sales, 2008-20 24,903 

Growth in Net Energy for Load b 29,840 

California Renewable Electricity  GWh @ 20% RPS GWh @ 33% RPS 
Renewable Energy Requirements, 2020 c 57,939 95,600 

Current Renewable Energy, 2008 29,174 

Change in Renewable Energy-2008 to 2020  28,765 66,426 

Resulting Change in Non-Renewable Energy 176 (36,586) 
Source: Energy Commission staff 2010. 
Notes: 
a. 2009 IPER Demand Forecast, Form 1.1c. Excludes pumping loads for entities that do not have an RPS. 
b. 2009 IEPR Demand Forecast, Form 1.5a. 
c. RPS requirements are a percentage of retail sales. 

The Role of RSPP in Retirements/Replacements 
RSPP would be capable of annually providing 500 GWh of renewable generation 
energy to replace resources that are or will likely be precluded from serving California 
loads. State policies, including GHG goals, are discouraging or prohibiting new 
contracts and new investments in high GHG-emitting facilities such as coal-fired 
generation, generation that relies on water for once-through cooling, and aging power 
plants (CEC 2007). Some of the existing plants that are likely to require substantial 
capital investments to continue operation in light of these policies may be unlikely to 
undertake the investments and will retire or be replaced. 

                                            
27 Energy efficiency savings are already represented in the current Energy Commission demand forecast 
adopted December 2009 (CEC 2009c). 
28 See Incremental Impacts of Energy Efficiency Policy Initiatives Relative to the 2009 Integrated Energy 
Policy Report Adopted Demand Forecast (CEC-200-2010-001-D, January, 2010), page 2. Table 1 
indicates that additional conservation for the three investor-owned utilities may be as high as 14,374 
GWh. Increasing this value by 25% to account for the state’s publicly-owned utilities yields a total 
reduction of 17,967 GWh.  
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Replacement of High GHG-Emitting Generation 
High GHG -emitting resources, such as coal, are effectively prohibited from entering into 
new long-term contracts for California electricity deliveries as a result of the Emissions 
Performance Standard adopted in 2007 pursuant to SB 1368. Between now and 2020, 
more than 18,000 GWh of energy procured by California utilities under these contracts 
will have to reduce GHG emissions or be replaced; these contracts are presented in 
Greenhouse Gas Table 5. 

Greenhouse Gas Table 5 
Expiring Long-term Contracts with Coal-fired Generation 2009 – 2020 

Utility Facility a 
Contract 

Expiration 
Annual GWh 

Delivered to CA
PG&E, SCE Misc In-state Qual. Facilities a 2009-2019 4,086 

LADWP Intermountain 2009-2013 3,163 b 

City of Riverside Bonanza, Hunter 2010 385 

Department of Water 
Resources Reid Gardner 2013 c 1,211 

SDG&E Boardman 2013 555 

SCE Four Corners 2016 4,920 

Turlock Irrigation District Boardman 2018 370 

LADWP Navajo 2019 3,832 

TOTAL 18,522 

Source: Energy Commission staff based on Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER) filings. 
Notes: 
a. All facilities are located out-of-state except for the Miscellaneous In-state Qualifying Facilities. 
b. Estimated annual reduction in energy provided to LADWP by Utah utilities from their entitlement by 2013. 
c. Contract not subject to Emission Performance Standard, but the Department of Water Resources has stated its intention not 

to renew or extend. 

This represents almost half of the energy associated with California utility contracts with 
coal-fired resources that will expire by 2030. If the State enacts a carbon adder29, all the 
coal contracts (including those in Greenhouse Gas Table 5, which expire by 2020 and, 
other contracts that expire beyond 2020 and are not shown in the table) may be retired 
at an accelerated rate as coal-fired energy becomes uncompetitive due to the carbon 
adder or the capital needed to capture and sequester the carbon emissions. Also shown 
are the approximate 500 MW of in-state coal and petroleum coke-fired capacity that 
may be unlikely to contract with California utilities for baseload energy due to the 
SB1368 Emission Performance Standard. As these contracts expire, new and existing 
generation resources will replace the lost energy and capacity. Some will come from 
renewable generation such as this proposed project; some will come from new and 
existing natural gas fired generation. All of these new facilities will have substantially 

                                            
29 A carbon adder or carbon tax is a specific value added to the cost of a project for per ton of associated 
carbon or carbon dioxide emissions. Because it is based on, but not limited to, actual operations and 
emission and can be trued up at year end, it is considered a simple mechanism to assign environmental 
costs to a project. 
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lower GHG emissions rates than coal and petroleum coke-fired facilities which typically 
averages about 1.0 MTCO2/MWh without carbon capture and sequestration. Thus, new 
renewable facilities will result in a net reduction in GHG emissions from the California 
electricity sector. 

Retirement of Generation Using Once-Through Cooling 
The State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) has proposed major changes to 
once-through cooling (OTC) units, shown in Greenhouse Gas Table 6, which would 
likely require extensive capital to retrofit, or retirement, or substantial curtailment of 
dozens of generating units. In 2008, these units collectively produced almost 58,000 
GWh. While the more recently built OTC facilities may well install dry or wet cooling 
towers and continue to operate, the aging OTC plants are not likely to be retrofit to use 
dry or wet cooling towers without the power generation also being retrofit or replaced to 
use a more efficient and lower GHG emitting combined cycle gas turbine technology. 
Most of these existing OTC units operate at low capacity factors, suggesting a limited 
ability to compete in the current electricity market. Although the timing would be 
uncertain, new resources would out-compete aging plants and would displace the 
energy provided by OTC facilities and likely accelerate their retirements. 

Any additional costs associated with complying with the SWRCB regulation would be 
amortized over a limited revenue stream today and into the foreseeable future. Their 
energy and much of their dispatchable, load-following capability will have to be 
replaced. These units constitute over 15,000 MW of merchant capacity and 17,800 
GWh of merchant energy. Of this, much but not all of the capacity and energy are in 
local reliability areas, requiring a large share of replacement capacity – absent 
transmission upgrades – to locations in the same local reliability area. Greenhouse 
Gas Table 6 provides a summary of the utility and merchant energy supplies affected 
by the OTC regulations. 

New renewable generation resources will emit substantially less GHG emissions on 
average than other energy generation sources. Existing aging and OTC natural gas 
facility generation typically averages 0.6 to 0.7 MTCO2/MWh, which is much less 
efficient, higher GHG emitting, than a renewable energy project like RSPP. A project 
like RSPP, located far from the coastal load pockets like the Los Angeles Local 
Reliability Area (LRA), would more likely provide energy support to facilitate the 
retirement of some aging and/or OTC power plants, but would not likely provide any 
local capacity support at or near the coastal OTC units. Regardless, due to its low 
greenhouse gas emissions, RSPP would serve to reduce GHG emissions from the 
electricity sector. 
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Greenhouse Gas Table 6 
Aging and Once-Through Cooling Units: 2008 Capacity and Energy Output a 

Plant, Unit Name Owner 

Local 
Reliability 

Area 
Aging 
Plant? 

Capacity 
(MW) 

2008 Energy 
Output 
(GWh) 

GHG Emission 
Rate 

(MTCO2/MWh) 
Diablo Canyon 1, 2 Utility None No 2,232 17,091 Nuclear 
San Onofre 2, 3 Utility L.A. Basin No 2,246 15,392 Nuclear 
Broadway 3 b Utility L.A. Basin Yes 75 90 0.648 
El Centro 3, 4 b Utility None Yes 132 238 0.814 
Grayson 3-5 b Utility LADWP Yes 108 150 0.799 
Grayson CC b Utility LADWP Yes 130 27 0.896 
Harbor CC Utility LADWP No 227 203 0.509 
Haynes 1, 2, 5, 6 Utility LADWP Yes 1,046 1,529 0.578 
Haynes CC Utility LADWP No 560 3,423 0.376 
Humboldt Bay 1, 2 a Utility Humboldt Yes 107 507 0.683 
Olive 1, 2 b Utility LADWP Yes 110 11 1.008 
Scattergood 1-3 Utility LADWP Yes 803 1,327 0.618 
Utility-Owned    7,776 39,988 0.693 
Alamitos 1-6 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 1,970 2,533 0.661 
Contra Costa 6, 7 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 680 160 0.615 
Coolwater 1-4 b Merchant None Yes 727 576 0.633 
El Segundo 3, 4 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 670 508 0.576 
Encina 1-5 Merchant San Diego Yes 951 997 0.674 
Etiwanda 3, 4 b Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 666 848 0.631 
Huntington Beach 1, 2 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 430 916 0.591 
Huntington Beach 3, 4 Merchant L.A. Basin No 450 620 0.563 
Mandalay 1, 2 Merchant Ventura Yes 436 597 0.528 
Morro Bay 3, 4 Merchant None Yes 600 83 0.524 
Moss Landing 6, 7 Merchant None Yes 1,404 1,375 0.661 
Moss Landing 1, 2 Merchant None No 1,080 5,791 0.378 
Ormond Beach 1, 2 Merchant Ventura Yes 1,612 783 0.573 
Pittsburg 5-7 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 1,332 180 0.673 
Potrero 3 Merchant S.F. Bay Yes 207 530 0.587 
Redondo Beach 5-8 Merchant L.A. Basin Yes 1,343 317 0.810 
South Bay 1-4 Merchant San Diego Yes 696 1,015 0.611 
Merchant-Owned    15,254 17,828 0.605 
Total In-State OTC    23,030 57,817  
Source: Energy Commission staff based on Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report (QFER) filings. 
a. OTC Humboldt Bay Units 1 and 2 are included in this list. They must retire in 2010 when the new Humboldt Bay Generating Station (not ocean-

cooled), currently under construction, enters commercial operation. 
b. Units are aging but are not OTC. 
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Closure and Decommissioning 
Eventually the facility would close, either at the end of its useful life or due to some 
unexpected situation such as a natural disaster or catastrophic facility breakdown. 
When the facility closes, all sources of air emissions would cease to operate and thus 
impacts associated with those greenhouse gas emissions would no longer occur. The 
only other expected, albeit temporary, GHG emissions would be equipment exhaust 
(off-road and on-road) from dismantling activities. These activities would be of much a 
shorter duration than construction of the proposed project, equipment used to dismantle 
the facility are assumed to have lower comparative GHG emissions due to technology 
advancement, and would be required to be controlled in a manner at least equivalent to 
that required during construction. It is assumed that the beneficial GHG impacts of this 
facility, displacement of fossil fuel fired generation, would be replaced by the 
construction of newer more efficiency renewable energy or other low GHG generating 
technology facilities. Also, the recycling of the facility components (steel, concrete, etc.) 
could indirectly reduce GHG emissions from decommissioning activities. Therefore, 
while there would be temporary adverse greenhouse gas CEQA impacts during 
decommissioning they are determined to be less than significant.  

NORTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 
The Northern Unit Alternative would be a 146 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by the applicant. This alternative is 
analyzed because (1) it eliminates about 42% of the proposed project area so all 
impacts are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources 
(desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel), cultural resources, and recreational uses, 
and (2) avoids constructing a solar facility in the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation 
Area (MGSCA). The Northern Unit Alternative is shown in Alternatives Figure 1. 

The Northern Unit Alternative would reduce the total construction GHG emissions of the 
proposed project (see Greenhouse Gas Tables 2 and 3) by somewhat less than 42%, 
and operation GHG emissions by somewhat less than 42%, due to lower efficiencies of 
the smaller project size. 

The results of the Northern Unit Alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur on the lands not used due to 
the smaller project size. However, the land on which the project is proposed would 
become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, 
including another solar project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would be 
slightly reduced. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable 
power generation. 

If the Northern Unit Alternative were approved, other renewable projects may be 
developed that would compensate for the loss of generation compared to the proposed 
project on other sites in the Indian Wells Valley, Kern County, the MDAB, or in adjacent 
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states as developers strive to fill the 104 MW gap not supplied by the proposed project 
to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal 
mandates.  

SOUTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 
The Southern Unit Alternative would essentially be a 104 MW facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by the applicant. This alternative is 
analyzed because it eliminates about 58% of the proposed project area so all impacts 
are reduces, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources, and 
cultural resources. The boundaries of the Southern Unit Alternative are shown in 
Alternatives Figure 2.  

The Southern Unit Alternative would reduce the total construction GHG emissions of the 
proposed project (see Greenhouse Gas Tables 2 and 3) by somewhat less than 42%, 
and operation GHG emissions by somewhat less than 42%, due to lower efficiencies of 
the smaller project size. 

The results of the Southern Unit Alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur on the lands not used due to 
the smaller project size. However, the land on which the project is proposed would 
become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, 
including another solar project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would be 
slightly reduced. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable 
power generation. 

If the Southern Unit Alternative were approved, other renewable projects may be 
developed that would compensate for the loss of generation compared to the proposed 
project on other sites in the Indian Wells Valley, Kern County, the MDAB, or in adjacent 
states as developers strive to fill the 146 MW gap not supplied by the proposed project 
to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal 
mandates.  

ORIGINAL PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
The Original Proposed Alternative would be a 250 MW solar facility as originally 
proposed by the applicant. This alternative is analyzed because (1) It would reduce the 
amount of land developed within the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area, and 
(2) it could transmit the full 250 MW of power that the applicant has requested. The 
boundaries of the Original Proposed Project Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 3. 

The Original Proposed Project Alternative would essentially require a similar amount of 
construction and have the same operating emission sources and similar maintenance 
requirements as the proposed project. Therefore, the GHG emissions from construction 
and operation are similar to that presented for the proposed project in Greenhouse Gas 
Tables 2 and 3. 
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The results of this alternative would be the following: 

• Impacts similar to the proposed project would occur.  

• Benefits similar to the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would 
occur. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable power 
generation. 

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

No Action On Proposed Project Application And On CDCA Land Use 
Plan Amendment 
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be approved by the CEC and 
BLM and BLM would not amend the CDCA Plan. As a result, no solar energy project 
would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, 
as amended. 

The results of this alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which 
the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent 
with BLM’s land use plan, including another renewable energy project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in displacing fossil fuel fired generation and 
reducing associated greenhouse gas emissions from gas-fired generation would not 
occur. Both State and Federal law support the increased use of renewable power 
generation. 

If the proposed project is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed 
on other sites in the Indian Wells Valley, Kern County, the MDAB, or in adjacent states 
as developers strive to provide renewable power that complies with utility requirements 
and State/Federal mandates.  

No Action On Proposed Project And Amend The CDCA Land Use Plan 
To Make The Area Available For Future Solar Development  
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be approved by the CEC and 
BLM and BLM would amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended, to allow 
for other solar projects on the site. As a result, it is possible that another solar energy 
project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be 
developed with the same or a different solar technology. As a result, GHG emissions 
would result from the construction and operation of the solar technology and would 
likely be similar to the GHG emissions from the proposed project. Different solar 
technologies require different amounts of construction and operations maintenance; 
however, it is expected that all the technologies would provide the more significant 
benefit, like the proposed project, of displacing fossil fuel fired generation and reducing 
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associated GHG emissions. As such, this No Project/No Action Alternative could result 
in GHG benefits similar to those of the proposed project. 

No Action On Proposed Project Application And Amend The CDCA 
Land Use Plan To Make The Area Unavailable For Future Solar 
Development 
Under this alternative, the proposed project would not be approved by the CEC and 
BLM and the BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to make the proposed site unavailable 
for future solar development. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed 
on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the 
existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future 
solar development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing 
condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a 
result, the greenhouse gas emissions from the site, including carbon uptake, is not 
expected to change noticeably from existing conditions and, as such, this No Project/No 
Action Alternative would not result in the GHG benefits from the proposed project. 
However, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be 
constructed to meet State and Federal mandates, and those projects would have similar 
impacts in other locations. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PROJECT 
Greenhouse Gas Table 7 provides a comparison of the project alternatives 

Greenhouse Gas Table 7 
Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 

Proposed 
Project 

(250 MW) 

Northern 
Unit 

(146 MW) 

Southern 
Unit 

(104 MW)

Original 
Proposed 

Project 
(250 MW) 

No 
Project/No 

Action* 
Electricity Sector 
GHG Emissions 
Impact 

Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial Beneficial No Impact 

*All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or . . . compound or increase other environmental 
impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). “A cumulative impact consists of an impact that is 
created as a result of a combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with 
other projects causing related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130[a][1]). Such impacts 
may be relatively minor and incremental, yet still be significant because of the existing 
environmental background, particularly when one considers other closely related past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 
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Cumulative effects are defined by NEPA regulations as “…the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 

This entire assessment is a cumulative impact assessment. The proposed project alone 
would not be sufficient to change global climate, but would emit greenhouse gases and 
therefore has been analyzed as a potential cumulative impact in the context of existing 
GHG regulatory requirements and GHG energy policies. 

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND 
STANDARDS 

The RSPP, as a solar energy generation project, is exempt from the mandatory GHG 
emission reporting requirements for electricity generating facilities as currently required 
by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for compliance with the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32 Núñez, Statutes of 2006, Chapter 488, Health 
and Safety Code sections 38500 et seq.) (ARB 2008a). 

The RSPP, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by rule to comply 
with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements of SB 1368 
(Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 
2903 [b][1]).  

Since the proposed project would have emissions that are below 25,000 MT/year of 
CO2E, the proposed project would not be subject to federal mandatory reporting of 
greenhouse gases. It would also be exempt from the state’s greenhouse gas reporting 
requirements. 

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS 

Greenhouse gas related noteworthy public benefits include the construction of 
renewable and low-GHG emitting generation technologies and the potential for 
successful integration into the California and greater WECC electricity systems. 
Additionally, the RSPP project would contribute to meeting the state’s AB 32 goals. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The RSPP would emit considerably less greenhouse gases (GHG) than existing power 
plants and most other generation technologies, and thus would contribute to continued 
improvement of the overall western United States, and specifically California, electricity 
system GHG emission rate average. The proposed project would lead to a net reduction 
in GHG emissions across the electricity system that provides energy and capacity to 
California. Thus, staff concludes that the proposed project’s operation would result in a 
cumulative overall reduction in GHG emissions from the state’s power plants that would 
create a beneficial effect under both CEQA and NEPA, would not worsen current 
conditions, and would thus not result in CEQA impacts that are cumulatively significant 
or result in adverse NEPA impacts. 
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Staff concludes that the GHG emission increases typical from construction and 
decommissioning activities would not be CEQA significant for several reasons. First, the 
periods of construction and decommissioning would be short-term and not ongoing 
during the life of the proposed project. Second, the best practices control measures that 
staff recommends, such as limiting idling times and requiring, as appropriate, equipment 
that meets the latest emissions standards, would further minimize greenhouse gas 
emissions since the use of newer equipment would increase efficiency and reduce GHG 
emissions and be compatible with low-carbon fuel (e.g., bio-diesel and ethanol) 
mandates that will likely be part of the ARB regulations to reduce GHG from 
construction vehicles and equipment. Finally, the construction and decommissioning 
emissions are miniscule when compared to the reduction in fossil-fuel power plant 
greenhouse gas emissions during project operation. For all these reasons, staff would 
conclude that the short-term emission of greenhouse gases during construction would 
be sufficiently reduced and would be offset during proposed project operations and 
would, therefore, not be CEQA significant. 

The RSPP, as a renewable energy generation facility, is determined by rule to comply 
with the Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standard requirements of SB 1368 
(Chapter 11, Greenhouse Gases Emission Performance Standard, Article 1, Section 
2903 [b][1]).  

MITIGATION MEASURES/PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF 
CERTIFICATION 

No Conditions of Certification related to project greenhouse gas emissions are 
proposed because the proposed project would create beneficial GHG impacts. The 
project owner would have to comply with any future applicable GHG regulations 
formulated by the ARB or the U.S.EPA, such as GHG reporting or emissions cap and 
trade markets. 
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ACRONYMS 

ARB California Air Resources Board 

CalEPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
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CH4 Methane 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 

CO2E Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EPS Emission Performance Standard 

GCC Global Climate Change 

GHG Green House Gas 

GWh Gigawatt-hour 

HFC Hydrofluorocarbons 

IEPR Integrated Energy Policy Report 

IGCC Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle 
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NO Nitric Oxide 
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QFER Quarterly Fuel and Energy Report 

RPS Renewables Portfolio Standard 

RSPP Ridgecrest Solar Power Project 

SB Senate Bill 

SF6 Sulfur hexafluoride 

SWRCB State Water Resource Control Board 

WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

 



C.2  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Testimony of Dick Anderson, David Bise, Andrea Martine, and Joy Nishida 

C.2.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS  

The Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP) is proposed to be constructed on land 
featuring unique habitat and biological resources. The project site supports a high 
concentration of the state and federal listed desert tortoise (DT) and represents an 
important geographic area which supports genetic linkage between populations of the 
state listed threatened Mohave ground squirrel (MGS). The qualities of the site to 
support high DT concentrations and MGS habitat and population connectivity are 
unique and irreplaceable, and consequentially project impacts cannot be fully mitigated. 
 
If the project is developed, Conditions of Certification are included to maximize 
preservation of biological resources. These measures would not fully mitigate the 
significant impacts to State-listed species as required by the California Endangered 
Species Act (CESA), or reduce biological impacts to less than significant as that term is 
defined in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), but they will provide some 
measure of impact reduction or salvage.  

C.2.2 INTRODUCTION 

Information provided in this document addresses potential impacts to special status 
species and areas of critical biological concern. This analysis also describes the unique 
biological resources at the project site and along the re-routed section of transmission 
line and the water pipeline. This document explains the need for avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation, evaluates the adequacy of mitigation proposed by the 
applicant, and specifies additional mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less-than-
significant levels, where possible. It also describes compliance with applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and recommends conditions of 
certification. 

This analysis is based, in part, upon information provided in the RSPP Application for 
Certification (AFC) (SM 2009a) and other submittals, responses to Energy Commission 
staff data requests (SM 2010a), and Energy Commission staff workshops; site visits by 
Energy Commission staff on November 4, 2009; December 14, 2009, and 
communications with representatives from the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG), Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), and independent research. 
 
The term “staff” used in this section means Energy Commission staff unless otherwise 
stated. 
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C.2.3 THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 

The determination of whether a project has a significant effect on biological resources is 
based on the best scientific and factual data that staff could review for the project. The 
significance of the project activity is in large part dependent on the setting of the 
particular site. For example, disturbance during construction of a “brownfield” (i.e., 
developed) site may not be significant, but this same disturbance of a “greenfield” (i.e., 
undeveloped) site may be significant because of the greater likelihood of sensitive 
biological resources in the area. 
 
Significance requires consideration of both context and intensity, and we include those 
considerations in this determination:  
A. Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several 

contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the 
affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the 
proposed action. For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance 
would usually depend upon the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a 
whole. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant. 

B. Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact. Responsible officials must bear in 
mind that more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a 
major action.  

For CEQA, staff generally relies on the CEQA Guidelines in assessing significance. In 
addition, because of the close relationship between CEQA and NEPA and the rules and 
regulations of the USFWS, BLM, and the CDFG governing protection of sensitive 
species and habitats, staff also relies on the results of assessments conducted by those 
agencies in assessing significance.  
 
The checklist for assessing potential biological resources impacts that is found in 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project may have a significant 
adverse effect if it does any of the following: 
 
A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 

any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game, United States Bureau of Land Management, or United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Special status species include but are not limited to: 

• State- or federally-listed species,  

• State Fully Protected species,  

• Candidates for state or federal listing, and/or 

• Species of Special Concern, sensitive species, and special status species. 
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B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat, jurisdictional waters, or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game, United States Bureau 
of Land Management, or United States Fish and Wildlife Service;  

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites;  

E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and  

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

These guidelines are not thresholds of significance but examples of impacts that may or 
may not reach any particular level. In all cases, a finding under CEQA, that a particular 
impact is significant is a conclusion that must be supported by facts, analysis and well 
reasoned assertions.  
 
This project will have a substantial impact through fatality and habitat loss on state and 
federally listed species including the MGS and DT. Under CEQA if a project has a 
potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment or substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species a 
mandatory finding of significance is required. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15065 (a)) 
 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) requires that the impacts of the 
authorized take of threatened or endangered species shall be minimized and fully 
mitigated. The measures required to meet this obligation shall be roughly proportional in 
extent to the impact of the authorized taking on the species (Fish and Game Code § 
2081subd.(b)(2)). The Federal Endangered Species Act requires a Biological Opinion 
be prepared by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service regarding the number of 
individual plants or animals that can be taken by the project. 

C.2.4 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

C.2.4.1 PROPOSED PROJECT 
Solar Millennium LLC is proposing to develop a 250-megawatt (MW) utility-scale 
thermal electric power generating facility named Ridgecrest Solar Power Project 
(RSPP) in northeastern Kern County. The 2002-acre facility would be on federal land 
administered by BLM in the northern Mojave Desert about five miles southwest of the 
City of Ridgecrest, California. 
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The proposed RSPP project includes solar parabolic troughs, power block, main office 
building and parking lot, a main warehouse with laydown area, onsite access roads, a 
tie-in switchyard, and a land treatment unit for bioremediation or land farming of heat 
transfer fluid-contaminated soil and the project’s linear facilities (transmission line, water 
pipeline and access roads) all adjacent to U.S. Highway 395 (US 395). North of Brown 
Road, the facility would consist of the northern power block, main office and access 
road and south of Brown Road would be the southern power block, 230-kilovolt (kV) 
switch yard, second office and the reroute of Southern California Edison (SCE) lines 
along the western edge of the southern power block. The total proposed RSPP project 
site that would be fenced is 2,002 acres and would encompass the entire facility and 
most of the building structures. The northern power block would include 1,118 acres 
within the fence line and the southern power block would enclose 809 acres including 
the power block. The switchyard (3.2 acres) will have its own fence line and an office 
(2.98 acres). The project would also include the disturbance of 58.2 acres for the 
transmission line realignment. The water line alignment would disturb 16.3 acres and 
would remain outside of any fence line. 

Plant Site and Surrounding Area 
The proposed RSPP project site is bounded by US 395 (which runs northwest to 
southeast) to the east, Brown Road is located to the west of the site and also bisects 
the proposed north and south power blocks. The RSPP project site is located on an 
alluvial fan that slopes northward from the El Paso Mountains to the southwest; it 
consists primarily of undeveloped open space. The most notable topographic features 
include an ephemeral drainage (El Paso Wash) passing generally from south to north, 
and a series of rock outcrops located in the eastern portion of the site near the 
intersection of Brown Road and US 395.  
 
The southern power block would be placed west of the El Paso Wash south of Brown 
Road while the northern power block would be placed just to the east of El Paso Wash 
and north of Brown Road. The project proposes a culvert crossing at Brown Road. In 
addition, a heat transfer fluid pipe bridge and 230-kV transmission line are proposed to 
cross El Paso Wash. Also, nine drainage channel tie-ins will discharge into El Paso 
Wash. Several small unnamed ephemeral washes that traverse the RSPP project site 
will be re-routed.  
 
The proposed RSPP project site is located within the Western Mojave Plan (WEMO) 
planning area (BLM 2005). The southern power block is proposed to be located within a 
WEMO-designated Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area (BLM 2005). Details 
regarding the configuration of the site plan and construction of crossing and tie-ins are 
being finalized and will be available in the spring of 2010 (SM 2010a). Therefore, some 
of this information is subject to revision. 

Water Pipeline 
Ground water from Indian Wells Valley Water District (IWVWD) would be used for 
proposed RSPP project construction and operation activities. The proposed water 
pipeline construction will disturb approximately 16.3 acres and be located within the 
China Lake Boulevard and Brown Road right-of-ways (ROWs). The proposed water 
pipeline would be approximately 4.6 miles long with up to a 16-inch diameter pipe and 
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would connect to the Ridgecrest Heights storage tank and then run along China Lake 
Boulevard and Brown Road ROWs. Focused surveys and vegetation mapping will be 
conducted in the spring of 2010 for the proposed linear water pipeline route. The 
proposed alignment likely consists of a combination of disturbed, developed, and 
Mojave creosote bush scrub habitats based on reconnaissance-level surveys conducted 
by the project applicant (SM 2009a) and cursory site review by staff. However, the exact 
breakdown of impacts to each of these respective vegetation communities within the 
expected 16.3 acres of total impact for the water pipeline is currently unknown pending 
final vegetation mapping. 

Transmission Line and Towers  
An approximate 3,960-foot transmission line and four towers would be constructed to 
connect to an existing Southern California Edison 230-kV transmission line. The new 
proposed RSPP project description would provide locations for the following: the 
proposed switchyard, unpaved access road(s) to be used during construction and 
regular operations, route and length of above and below ground transmission line(s), 
and location of towers. Spring surveys would provide details for habitat(s) associated 
with the proposed transmission line route. It is likely to consist of disturbed and Mojave 
creosote bush scrub habitats based on reconnaissance-level surveys conducted by the 
project applicant (SM 2009a) and cursory site review by staff.  

Vegetation and Wildlife 

Plant Communities  
Four vegetation communities were mapped within the Biological Resource 
Survey Area (BRSA) (estimated disturbance area for the original proposed 
project plus a 1-mile buffer) (see Biological Resources Figure 1; all figures are 
found at the end of this BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES section). Vegetation 
communities and land cover types are described in detail below and are based on 
a classification system by Holland. Additional classifications by Sawyer and 
Keeler-Wolf and CDFG were also used to provide clarification. The RSPP 
Applicant re-configured the project site subsequent to submission of the AFC 
(SM 2009a). Several hundred acres that were not previously surveyed for 
biological resources or mapped for vegetation communities will be included in 
the new proposed disturbance area, and will be surveyed in the spring of 2010. 
The vegetation community acreages within the revised BRSA and disturbance 
area for the current proposed project (re-configured project) will be finalized in 
the spring of 2010 once information is provided by the applicant. The final 
impact acreages of each vegetation community will be added to Biological 
Resources Table 1 when they are submitted. Based on site visits by staff it is 
believed that the new proposed disturbance area will contain similar habitat as the 
original site. The acreage of the disturbance area will increase accordingly from 
1,738.2 acres in the original proposed project to 2,002 acres which is the current 
estimated disturbance area. The acreage numbers in Biological Resources 
Table 1 currently reflect the impact acreages from the original proposed project. 
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Biological Resources Table 1 
RSPP Vegetation Communities/Cover Types  

Vegetation Communities and 
Other Cover Types 

Original 
Disturbance 

Area¹ 
Original Buffer 

(1-mile) 
Original 
BRSA 

Mojave Desert Wash Scrub 8.2 50.2 58.4 

Unvegetated² Ephemeral Dry Wash 8.4 35.2 43.6 

Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub 1,721.1 7,375.1 9,096.2 

Developed 0.5 113.5 114 

Total Acres 1,738.2 7,574.0 9,312.2 
¹ The breakdown of the impacts to various vegetation communities within the disturbance area is not fully available for the 
current proposed project. The acreages contained in Biological Resources Table 1 are based on the original proposed project 
(SM 2009a). These acreages will be revised once final vegetation mapping for the revised proposed project is completed in 
2010. The total impact of the revised disturbance area is expected to be 2,002 acres. 

 ²Unvegetated channels are potentially jurisdictional aquatic features and were not mapped within the buffer because these 
surveys were conducted at a minimum mapping unit of 1.0 acre, as opposed to 0.01 of an acre for riparian vegetation 
communities within the disturbance area. This approach is consistent with the EDAW AECOM Jurisdictional Delineation 
methodology and is pursuant to Appendix B, Section (g), Subsection (13), Paragraph (B), Clause (iii) of the CEC Siting 
Regulations, which does not require detailed mapping of aquatic features beyond 250 feet of the disturbance limits. 

Mojave Desert Wash Scrub 
Mojave Desert wash scrub is designated by Holland as Code 63700. It also 
approximates the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf’s Catclaw Acacia Series 129. This 
vegetation community consists of an open to moderately dense evergreen scrub that 
attains a height of three to six feet. This community consists of three primary 
components: wash-dependent vegetation, vegetated ephemeral dry wash, and 
islands of Mojave creosote bush scrub (e.g., riparian interfluves). The dominant and 
indicator plant of this community within the BRSA is scale-broom (Lepidospartum 
squamatum), which occurs in patches throughout the dry washes scattered amongst 
creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), spiny senna (Senna armata), cheesebush 
(Hymenoclea salsola), burroweed (Ambrosia dumosa), Virgin River brittlebush (Encelia 
virginensis), and rayless goldenhead (Acamptopappus sphaerocephalus). Common 
herbaceous plants include California desert dandelion (Malacothrix californica), Fremont 
pincushion (Chaenactis fremontii), distant phacelia (Phacelia distans), and Wallace 
eriophyllum (Eriophyllum wallacei). Mojave Desert wash scrub is concentrated among 
the northern portion of the dry wash that traverses the central portion of the BRSA from 
south to northwest (Biological Resources Figure 1). The acreage of Mojave Desert 
wash scrub within the revised disturbance area has not been calculated. There were an 
estimated 8.2 acres of impact to this community in the original proposed project 
disturbance area. The applicant will provide a revised calculation of impact acreages 
for Mojave Desert wash scrub in the spring of 2010. 

Unvegetated Ephemeral Dry Wash  
The unvegetated ephemeral dry wash community consists of unvegetated washes 
that are dominated by sandy substrate and little to no perennial vegetation 
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(Biological Resources Figure 1). Unvegetated ephemeral dry wash predominantly 
occurs within the transition zone between the desert wash scrub, in locations where 
the washes transition to sheet flow. There were no dominant perennial plant 
species, specifically scale-broom which is the dominant indicator of Mojave Desert 
wash scrub, observed in association with unvegetated channel as these areas are primarily 
devoid of vegetation. The acreage of unvegetated dry wash within the revised 
disturbance area has not been calculated. There were an estimated 8.4 acres of 
impact to this community in the original proposed project disturbance area. The 
applicant will provide a revised calculation of impact acreages for unvegetated 
ephemeral dry wash in the spring of 2010. 

Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub  
Mojave creosote bush scrub occurs on well-drained decomposed granite and 
volcanic soils and consists of widely spaced shrubs up to nine feet tall. This is the 
most common plant community within the BRSA (Biological Resources Figure 1). 
The community is dominated by creosote bush, burroweed, cheesebush, and Virgin 
River brittlebush. Common herbaceous species include needle goldfields (Lasthenia 
gracilis) and blue dicks (Dichelostemma capitatum). 

Within the Mojave creosote bush scrub is a large volcanic outcrop which occurs along 
the western edge of the proposed RSPP project site where the Mojave creosote bush 
scrub becomes sparser and the herbaceous layer becomes more diverse. Vegetation 
associated with this outcrop includes Parish’s larkspur (Delphinium parishii ssp. 
parishii), snake’s head (Malacothrix coulteri), and dwarf cottonrose (Logfia depressa). 
Large granite boulder outcrops, in the central-eastern portion of the RSPP, are 
composed of sub-shrubs such as desert brickellbush (Brickellia desertorum), 
Eastern Mojave buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium), and Cooper’s 
goldenbush (Ericameria cooperi). The acreage of Mojave creosote bush scrub within 
the revised disturbance area has not been calculated. There were an estimated 
1,721.1 acres of impact to this community in the original proposed project disturbance 
area. The applicant will provide a revised calculation of impact acreages for Mojave 
creosote bush scrub in the spring of 2010. 

Developed  
Developed areas within the proposed project site are minor with a few dirt roads 
and evidence of some past sheep grazing, but overall, the habitat is in very good 
condition. Brown Road is a two-lane paved roadway that traverses the entire central 
portion of the proposed RSPP project site from east to west. In addition numerous 
unpaved dirt roads (approximately 10 miles) traverse the project site. U.S. 395, a two-
lane highway, is located just east of the site. A few residential lots occur near the 
project site around the northwestern corner of the project disturbance area, while more 
extensive residential development occurs near the northeast corner of the proposed 
RSPP project site at the outer limits of Ridgecrest, California. The acreage of 
developed areas within the revised disturbance area has not been calculated. There 
were an estimated 0.5 acre of impact to this community in the original proposed 
project disturbance area. The applicant will provide a revised calculation of impact 
acreages to developed areas in the spring of 2010. 
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Sensitive Habitats 
The Mojave Desert wash scrub and the unvegetated ephemeral dry wash are sensitive 
vegetation communities occurring in the survey area or within one mile of project 
boundaries (SM 2009a). Sensitive vegetation communities are those that are 
considered rare in the region, support special status plant or animal species, or receive 
regulatory protection. At least some of the aforementioned communities are subject to 
regulation as waters of the State. As discussed below the high concentration of desert 
tortoise and the variety of plant and animal life support the sensitive vegetation 
community designation.  

Ephemeral Drainages/Waters of the U.S./CDFG Jurisdictional State Waters 
The primary drainage on the site is El Paso Wash. This feature roughly runs from 
southeast to northwest across the central portion of the site. There are also several 
smaller washes that run roughly parallel to El Paso Wash (SM 2009a). The site does 
not contain waters of the U.S. or other wetlands subject to ACOE jurisdiction (SM 
2010a). The ACOE has verified this in a letter to the applicant. Discussions between the 
applicant and CDFG has confirmed that CDFG believes that at least some of the 
smaller, ephemeral washes within the revised disturbance areas are waters of the state. 
The applicant, in their draft Habitat Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (HMMP) estimated 
that 28.1 acres of waters of the state would be impacted by the proposed project. This 
original calculation included impacts resulting from the redirection of El Paso Wash. The 
current proposed project avoids most direct impacts to El Paso Wash. The applicant is 
preparing a revised jurisdictional determination. The estimated impact to waters of the 
state will be finalized once the revised jurisdictional determination has been prepared 
and approved.  

El Paso Wash and the unnamed washes on the project site are typical of the drainages 
that characterize most of the arid southwest in that they are ephemeral streams rather 
than perennial or intermittent (an ephemeral stream is defined as one that flows briefly 
in direct response to precipitation). Dry desert washes like El Paso Wash support many 
of the same hydrological and ecological processes as perennial and intermittent 
streams, and provide the following functions and values: landscape-hydrologic 
connections; stream energy dissipation during high-water flows that reduces erosion 
and improves water quality; water supply and water-quality filtering; surface and 
subsurface water storage; groundwater recharge; sediment transport, storage, and 
deposition aiding in floodplain maintenance and development; nutrient cycling; wildlife 
habitat and movement/migration; and support for vegetation communities that help 
stabilize stream banks and provide wildlife habitat (Levick et al. 2008). 

Wildlife 
The proposed RSPP project site is located in relatively undisturbed habitat composed 
primarily of Mojave creosote bush scrub and Mojave Desert wash scrub vegetation 
communities. These communities support a wide variety of common and special status 
wildlife species. Wildlife species detected during the biological assessment and directed 
surveys conducted by the project applicant include those discussed below (SM 2009a). 
The RSPP Applicant re-configured the project site subsequent to submission of the 
AFC. Therefore, several hundred acres that were not previously surveyed for 
biological resources will be included in the new proposed disturbance area, and will 
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be surveyed in the spring of 2010. Information discussed below will be updated as 
needed following the RSPP Applicant’s submittal of biological resources findings from 
their spring 2010 surveys. 

Reptiles 
Seventeen species of reptiles were observed within the BRSA during spring 2009 
surveys. Reptile species most commonly observed within the BRSA include the western 
whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris), side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), desert horned 
lizard (Phrynosoma platyrhinos), zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus draconoides), gopher 
snake (Pituophis catenifer), and desert iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis). These species 
were relatively common throughout the habitat types observed within the BRSA. 
Sagebrush or western fence lizard (Sceloporus spp.), long-nosed leopard lizard 
(Gambelia wislizenii), common chuckwalla (Sauromalus ater), common kingsnake 
(Lampropeltis getula), Mojave rattlesnake (Crotalus scutulatus), sidewinder (Crotalus 
cerastes), long-nosed snake (Rhinocheilus lecontei), and western lyre snake 
(Trimorphodon biscutatus) were also observed in the BRSA. One special status reptile 
species, the federal and state-threatened DT, was observed in the BRSA. A more 
detailed discussion of this species is provided below (SM 2009a). 

Birds  
A detailed analysis of avian use of the BRSA is provided in the Avian Point Count 
Technical Report included as (SM 2010a Attachment H). Additional incidental 
observations of avian species in the BRSA were made during various protocol surveys 
conducted on the RSPP project site. The following summarizes avian use of the BRSA 
based on point count survey results and incidental detections by project biologists. 

A total of 41 bird species were detected during spring 2009 surveys. Of these, 14 
species of resident breeding birds were recorded in the BRSA between April 14 and 
June 15, 2009. Cumulatively, across all habitat types, horned lark (Eremophila 
alpestris) and sage sparrow (Amphispiza bellii) were the most commonly recorded 
species during the point count surveys. Black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza 
bilineata) was also frequently detected (SM 2009a). 

Nine of the 14 resident bird species were detected within Mojave creosote bush scrub; 
this community averaged 2.9 species detected per point count station. The most 
common species observed in this habitat type were horned lark and sage sparrow. 
Horned lark and sage sparrow individuals accounted for 71 percent and 15 percent, 
respectively, of all birds detected during point counts in this habitat type. Other 
resident species detected less commonly within Mojave creosote bush scrub during 
point count or other surveys were black-throated sparrow, common raven (Corvus corax), 
verdin (Auriparus flaviceps), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and mourning dove 
(Zenaida macroura), as well as the California Species of Special Concern loggerhead 
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) and western burrowing owl (WBO) (Athene cunicularia) 
which is further discussed in “Special Status Species” below (SM 2009a). WBO is also 
a BLM Sensitive Species. 
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Additionally, rock wrens (Salpinctes obsoletus) were commonly detected in the large 
granite boulder outcrops in the central-eastern portion of the BRSA, amongst the Mojave 
creosote bush scrub; and a greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus) was detected 
at that location during rare plant surveys (SM 2009a). 

Mojave Desert wash scrub had the highest resident species richness. Eleven of the 
14 resident species were detected in Mojave Desert wash scrub habitat. This 
community averaged 3.75 species detected per point count station. The most 
common species observed were horned lark and sage sparrow, accounting for 79 
percent (combined) of all birds detected during point counts. Other species detected in 
this habitat type included all species found in Mojave creosote bush scrub except 
house finch, plus lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), Costa’s hummingbird 
(Calypte costae), and Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei) (SM 2009a). 

Twenty-three species of non-resident birds were identified in the BRSA during point 
counts and other surveys. Of the non-resident species detected during point counts, 
Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri) was the most common, followed closely by white-
crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), yellow-rumped warbler (Dendroica 
coronata), and blue-gray gnatcatcher (Polioptila caerulea). Tree swallow (Tachycineta 
bicolor), cliff swallow (Petrocheliden pyrrhonota), great-tailed grackle (Quiscalus 
mexicanus), and pine siskin (Carduelis pinus) were observed flying over the point 
count circles only and were not associated with any particular vegetation community. 
All other species observed on site were observed perched or foraging within the count 
circles for at least part of the observation period. Mojave Desert wash scrub had the 
highest number of nonresident species detected per station. This community 
averaged 3.00 species detected per point count station, while creosote bush scrub 
averaged 0.95 species per station (SM 2009a). 

Raptors observed onsite include a red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture 
(Cathartes aura), and western burrowing owl (further discussed in “Special Status 
Species” below) (SM 2009a). A State-listed threatened Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 
swainsonii) was incidentally observed flying over the BRSA on April 28, 2009 (further 
discussed in “Special Status Species” below) (SM 2009a).  

Mammals. Eleven mammal taxa were detected within the BRSA during spring 2009 
surveys. Desert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis arsipus) and coyote (Canis latrans) dens 
and sign were detected throughout the BRSA. Kangaroo rats (Dipodomys spp.) and 
pocket mice (Perognathus spp.), which were frequently observed on and adjacent to 
dirt roads at dusk or night after western burrowing owl surveys, are abundant in the 
BRSA. Black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus) was observed regularly along with 
occasional sightings of white-tailed antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus) 
and desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii). Desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida) sign 
(e.g., middens and scat) was detected near rocky outcrops. Additionally, evidence of 
old wild burro (Equus asinus) scat was present on site. No bats were detected within 
the BRSA during spring 2009 surveys although specific surveys for bats were not 
conducted. Additionally, no significant roost sites for special status bats, as identified 
in the WEMO are known to occur within the BRSA. Marginal potential roosting habitat 
for bats is located amongst the rocky outcrops along the eastern border of the disturbance 
area and within the buffer (SM 2009a). 
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Large mammalian predator activity was documented across the BRSA during spring 
2009. Predator digs in ground squirrel, kangaroo rat, and pocket mouse burrow 
complexes were prevalent. Most predator activity in the BRSA appears to be by 
desert kit fox and coyote. Bobcat (Lynx rufus) scat was observed in the large granite 
boulder outcrops in the central-eastern portion of the BRSA during vegetation 
surveys. American badger (Taxidea taxus) was detected by its claw marks at one 
location in the BRSA, approximately 3,500 feet north of the original disturbance area. 
No evidence of mountain lion (Felis concolor) was detected in the BRSA (SM 2009a). 

Special Status Species 
Biological Resources Table 2 includes special-status species that are known to occur 
in the project area and vicinity according to the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) (CDFG 2009) or have the potential of occurring based on habitats present 
within the proposed project site. The applicant and Energy Commission Staff also 
consulted USFWS and CNPS lists for species that could potentially occur in the vicinity 
of the site and species covered by the WEMO plan. Special status species include 
those species that are protected by federal, state, or local laws, ordinances, regulations 
or standards.  

Biological Resources Table 2 
Special Status Species Known or Potentially Occurring in the RSPP Area 

PLANTS   

Common Name 
(Scientific Name) 

Status 
State/Fed/BLM/CNPS

Potential for 
Occurrence Habitat 

Bloom 
Period 

Alkali mariposa lily 
(Calochortus 
striatus) 

__/__/S /1B.2 
WEMO 

Low—not observed 
during Feb 11 and May 
6 surveys. No habitat 
occurs within the RSPP. 
Nearest CNDDB record 
occurs 25 miles to the 
northwest of the RSPP. 

Chaparral, 
chenopod 
scrub, 
meadows and 
seeps; 70-
1595 m; 
mesic, 
alkaline areas 

April - June 

Brown fox sedge 
(Carex vulpinoidea) 

__/__/__/2.2 Low—not observed 
during Feb 11 and May 
6 surveys. No suitable 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record occurs 13.8 miles 
to the northwest of the 
RSPP. 

Marshes and 
swamps 
riparian 
woodland; 
25-1200 m  

May - June 

Muir’s tarplant 
(Carlquistia muirii, 
syn. Raillardiopsis 
m.) 

__/__/__/2.2 Low—not observed 
during Feb 11 and May 
6 surveys. No suitable 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record occurs 13.8 miles 
to the northwest of the 
RSPP. 

Marshes and 
swamps 
riparian 
woodland; 
25-1200 m  

May - June 

March 2010 C.2-11 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 



PLANTS   

Common Name Status Potential for Bloom 
Habitat (Scientific Name) State/Fed/BLM/CNPS Occurrence Period 

Red Rock tarplant 
(Deinandra arida) 

R/__/S/1B.2 
WEMO 

Moderate—not 
observed during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Marginal 
habitat occurs on RSPP. 
Closest CNDDB 
occurrence 18 miles to 
the southwest of the 
RSPP in  
Red Rock State Park.  

Mojavean 
desert scrub; 
300-950 m; in 
clay soils of 
washes along 
ephemeral 
seeps and 
streams and 
on adjacent 
sand flats in 
moist, sub-
alkaline, 
gravelly sand; 
in wetter 
years also 
found on 
volcanic tuff 
at base and 
on lower 
slopes of 
ridges and 
cliffs;  

April – 
November 

Mojave tarplant 
(Deinandra 
mohavensis) 

E/__/S/1B.3 
 

WEMO 

Moderate—not 
observed during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Marginal 
habitat occurs on the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record is 15 miles to the 
northwest of the RSPP 
in Short Canyon.  

Chaparral, 
riparian 
scrub, 
riparian 
scrub; 640-
1600m; low 
sand bars in 
river beds, 
along stream 
channels or in 
ephemeral 
grass areas 
in riparian 
scrub and 
chaparral 
(mesic);  

June - 
October 

Cottontop cactus 
(Echinocactus 
polycephalus var. 
polycephalus) 

None (included at BLM 
request) 

Present—occurs on 
site. Mapped on 
vegetation communities 
map (Biological 
Resources Figure 1). 

Creosote 
bush scrub; 
0-1000 m  

March - 
May 

Hedgehog cactus 
(Echinocereus sp.) 

None (included at BLM 
request) 

High— not observed 
during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Suitable 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. 

Creosote 
bush scrub; 
150-3000 m  

April - 
August 
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PLANTS   

Common Name Status Potential for Bloom 
Habitat (Scientific Name) State/Fed/BLM/CNPS Occurrence Period 

Red Rock poppy 
(Eschscholzia 
minutiflora ssp. 
twisselmannii) 

__/__/S/1B.2 High—not observed 
during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Suitable 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record occurs 8.5 miles 
southeast of the RSPP. 

Mojavean 
desert scrub; 
680-1230 m; 
on volcanic 
tuff  

March - 
May 

Creamy blazing star 
(Mentzelia 
tridentata) 

__/__/S/1B.3 High— not observed 
during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Suitable 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record occurs 17.5 miles 
southwest of the RSPP. 

Mojave 
desert scrub, 
700-1160m; 
rocky, 
gravelly, 
sandy area.  

March - 
May 

Charlotte’s phacelia 
(Phacelia nashiana) 

__/__/S/1B.2 
 

WEMO 

Moderate— not 
observed during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Marginal 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record is 12 miles to the 
west of the RSPP. 

Joshua tree 
woodland, 
Mojavean 
desert scrub, 
pinyon and 
juniper 
woodland; 
600-2200 m; 
sandy to 
rocky granitic 
slopes.  

March - 
June 

Latimer’s 
woodland-gilia 
(Saltugilia latimeri) 

__/__/S/1B.2 Moderate— not 
observed during surveys 
conducted from Feb 18 
and May 8. Marginal 
habitat occurs within the 
RSPP. Nearest CNDDB 
record occurs 16.3 miles 
to the northwest of the 
RSPP. 

Chaparral, 
Mojavean 
desert scrub, 
pinyon and 
juniper 
woodland; 
400-1900 m; 
sandy or 
rocky, often 
granitic, 
sometimes 
washes  

March - 
June 
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WILDLIFE 

Common Name 
(Scientific Name) 

Status 
State/Federal/BLM Potential for Occurrence 

Fish 
Mohave tui chub 
(Gila bicolor 
mohavensis) 

SE/FE/__ None—no habitat for species is present on RSPP site. 

Reptiles 
Desert tortoise 
(Gopherus 
agassizii) 

ST/FT/__ Present—observed on project site during surveys. 

Birds 
Western burrowing 
owl (Athene 
cunicularia) 

CSC/BCC/S Present—observed on project site during surveys. 

Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius 
ludovicianus) 

CSC/BCC/__ Present—observed on project site during surveys. 

Le Conte’s thrasher 
(Toxostoma 
lecontei) 

CSC/BCC/S Present—observed on project site during surveys.  

Northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus) 

CSC/__/S Low—species may occasionally forage on the site. 
Species is not expected to breed on the site 

Yellow warbler 
(Dendroica 
petechia) 

CSC/__/__ Low—species is expected only to utilize the site during 
migration. 

Vaux’s swift 
(Chaetura vauxi) 

CSC/__/__ Low—species is expected only to utilize the site during 
migration. 

Yellow-headed 
blackbird 
(Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus) 

CSC/__/__ Low—species is expected only to utilize the site during 
migration. 

Bendire’s thrasher 
(Toxostoma 
bendirei) 

CSC/BCC/S Low—species was not observed during biological 
assessment and point count surveys. Site does not 
contain significant specimens of Yucca sp. which is a 
favored habitat element. 

Golden eagle 
(Aquila chrysaetos) 

SFP/BCC/S High—species likely forages on the site periodically. 
Site does not contain suitable nesting habitat. 

Mammals 
Mohave ground 
squirrel 
(Spermophilus 
mohavensis) 

ST/__/__ High—focused surveys were not conducted on the site, 
but likely to be present given known occurrences in 
vicinity and suitable habitat present on site. 

Pallid bat 
(Antrozous pallidus) 

CSC/__/S Moderate—species was not detected, but focused 
surveys for bats were not conducted.  
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WILDLIFE 

Common Name Status 
Potential for Occurrence (Scientific Name) State/Federal/BLM 

Spotted bat 
(Euderma 
maculatum) 

CSC/__/S Moderate—species was not detected, but focused 
surveys for bats were not conducted. More likely to 
forage on site as potential roosting habitat is limited to 
rock outcrops within project area. 

Yuma myotis 
(Myotis 
yumanensis) 

__/__/S Low—species was not detected, but focused surveys 
for bats were not conducted. Roosting habitat is present 
within rock outcrops of project area. However, this 
species is typically associated with permanent water 
sources which are not present on the RSPP site. 

Desert kit fox 
(Vulpes macrotis 
arsipus) 

PFB/__/__ Present—sign and animals observed throughout 
project site and survey buffer areas. 

American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) 

CSC/__/__ Present—sign of this species (digging marks) was 
observed in the buffer area to the north of the proposed 
project impact area. 

Sources: CDFG 2009; CNPS 2009; SM 2009a 
 
Status Codes: 
State   
CSC: California Species of Special Concern. Species of concern to CDFG because of declining population levels, limited ranges, 
and/or continuing threats have made them vulnerable to extinction. 
SE: State listed as endangered 
ST: State listed as threatened 
SFP: Fully protected  
PFB: Protected furbearing mammal 
WL: Watch List: includes species formerly on California Species of Special Concern List (Remsen 1978) but which did not meet the 
criteria for the current list of special concern bird species (Shuford and Gardali 2008). 
 
Federal 
FE: Federally listed endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of its range 
FT: Federally listed, threatened: species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future 
BCC: Fish and Wildlife Service: Birds of Conservation Concern: Identifies migratory and non-migratory bird species (beyond those 
already designated as federally threatened or endangered) that represent highest conservation priorities 
<http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/NewReportsPublications/SpecialTopics/BCC2008/BCC2008.pdf> 
 
BLM  
S: Sensitive 
   
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
List 1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
List 2: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
0.1: Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.2: Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat) 
0.3: Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known) 
 
Potential to Occur: 
Present: Species was observed during focused surveys or during biological assessment of site. 
High: Suitable habitat is present within the proposed site: occurrence records exist for species in proximity to the site; species 
expected to occur on site 
Moderate: Low quality suitable habitat is present within or near the proposed site; species was not identified during reconnaissance 
surveys of the site; species may occur on site 
Low: Suitable habitat is not present on site; species not expected to occur on site 

The following species - yellow warbler, Vaux’s swift, and yellow-headed blackbird - 
are considered migrants and nonbreeding seasonal residents on the proposed 
RSPP project site and are not further addressed in this document. In addition, three 
special status species - the northern harrier, Nelson’s bighorn sheep, and Bendire’s 
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thrasher - have potential to occur within the BRSA, but were not detected during 
spring 2009 surveys and are not discussed further in this analysis. Pallid bats were 
not formally surveyed for, but are not discussed further because of a general lack of 
suitable roosting habitat for bats on the site. Several bat species, including pallid 
bats may periodically forage over the proposed site. 

Special Status Plants 
The proposed RSPP project area is known to have potential to support nine special 
status plant species (Biological Resources Table 2). Species with a moderate to high 
potential to occur on the project site include; Red Rock tarplant, Mojave tarplant, Red 
Rock poppy, creamy blazing star, Charlotte’s phacelia, and Latimer’s woodland-gilia. 
These species were not detected during focused surveys. Species with a low potential 
to occur were those lacking suitable habitat or those only known to occur at elevations 
outside of the elevation range of the RSPP area. These species include alkali mariposa 
lily, brown fox sedge, and Muir’s tarplant. In addition, cottontop cactus and hedgehog 
cactus were surveyed for at the request of BLM since that agency tracks the 
occurrences of this species on lands that it manages. Cottontop cactus was observed 
and mapped on the proposed RSPP project site.  

Special status plant surveys were conducted on the RSPP site between February and 
May 2009. The portions of the proposed RSPP project site with potential to support rare 
plants were surveyed by walking parallel transects ranging from 10 feet to 100 feet 
apart based on the distribution of botanical resources and topography. Transects were 
walked within native habitat, but developed areas were surveyed by a combination of 
walking transects and selecting key vantage points from existing dirt access roads. 

Red Rock tarplant (Deinandra arida)  
Red rock tarplant is an annual herb found in Kern County. Low quality habitat for Red 
Rock tarplant occurs in the BRSA based on visits to known nearby habitat for the 
species and the low water flow in the dry washes. None were detected in the BRSA. 

Mojave tarplant (Deinandra mohavensis) 
Mojave tarplant is an annual herb found in Kern, Riverside, San Bernardino and San 
Diego counties. A field visit to an existing population of Mojave tarplant near Red Rock 
State Park (CNDDB 2010) on May 6, 2009, confirmed some plants were blooming. 
None were detected in the BRSA. Since the species was blooming at the reference 
population and not found it is unlikely that Mojave tarplant occurs in the BRSA.  

Red Rock Poppy (Eschscholzia minutiflora ssp. twisselmannii) 
Red rock poppy is an annual herb found in Kern and San Bernardino counties (CNDDB 
2010). Suitable habitat occurs on the proposed RSPP project site. Surveys were 
conducted May 6, 2009, during the blooming period. No Red Rock poppy plants were 
observed during surveys.  
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Creamy Blazing Star (Mentzelia tridentata) 
Creamy blazing star is an annual herb found in Inyo, Kern, San Bernardino, Riverside, 
San Diego, and Imperial counties (CNDDB 2010). Suitable habitat occurs on the 
proposed RSPP project site. Surveys were conducted May 6, 2009, during the blooming 
period. No Creamy blazing star plants were observed during surveys.  

Non special-status plants 

Cottontop Cactus (Echinocactus polycephalus var. polycephalus) 

Hedgehog Cactus (Echinocereus sp.)  

California Barrel Cactus (Ferocactus sp.) 
BLM required field surveys and mapping of these three species for future plant salvage. 
Only Cottontop cactus was observed in the proposed disturbance area and was 
mapped (see Biological Resources Figure 1).  

Special Status Wildlife 
The project area is known to support several special status wildlife species. Several of 
the special status wildlife species listed in Biological Resources Table 2 are known to 
be present on the site or are assumed to be present due to proximity to known records 
(DT, WBO, loggerhead shrike, American badger, and MGS. Other special status 
species have a moderate potential to occur on the site based on habitat types present 
within the site and/or proximity of the site to known occurrences of the species (pallid 
bat and spotted bat). 

Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) 
The DT’s range includes the Mojave Desert region of Nevada, southern California, and 
the southwest corner of Utah and the Sonoran Desert region of Arizona and northern 
Mexico. The DT range is divided into Mojave and Sonoran populations. There are at 
least two and very probably three species of DT. The populations are sufficiently 
different genetically, behaviorally, physiologically, and morphologically to be named as 
separate species (Berry et al. 2002, Murphy et al. 2006).  
 
The DTs near the proposed RSPP site are part of the Mojave population, which is 
primarily found in creosote bush-dominated valleys with adequate annual forbs for 
forage. Further, the Mojave population can be subdivided genetically into several 
separate genetic units, each ecosystem based. By far the most threatened is the 
segment in the far western Mojave Desert (Fremont-Kramer unit) in the vicinity of the 
project site (Kristin Berry personal communication).  

DT activity is seasonally variable and in California, peak adult and juvenile activity 
typically coincides with the greatest annual forage availability during the early spring 
and summer. The tortoises are active very early in the morning and late in the evening 
between late-August and mid-October for the courtship season. It is at this time of year 
that the effective courting and mating occurs. However, tortoises will emerge from their 
burrows at any time of year when the weather is suitable. Hatchling DTs typically 
become active earlier than adults do, and their greatest activity period can be expected 
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between late winter and spring. During active periods, tortoises feed on a wide variety of 
herbaceous plants, including cactus, grasses, and annual flowers (USFWS 1994).  

Annual home ranges have been estimated between 10 and 450 acres and are age, sex, 
seasonal, and resource density dependent, with some overlap between individuals 
(USFWS 1994). Harless et al. (2009) found that Mojave DTs had home ranges that 
were approximately 15-519 acres, with an average of 71 acres. More than 1.5 square 
miles of habitat may be required to meet the life history needs of a tortoise, and 
individuals have been known to travel more than seven miles at a time (BLM 2001). In 
drought years, tortoises can be expected to wander farther in search of forage. During 
their active period, DTs retreat to shallow burrows and aboveground shade to escape 
the heat of the day and will retire to burrows at nighttime. DTs are primarily dormant in 
winter in underground burrows.  

DT populations have declined throughout their range because of loss and degradation 
of habitat caused by urbanization, agricultural development, military training, 
recreational use, mining, and livestock grazing. The loss of individual DTs to increased 
predation by common ravens, collection by humans for pets or consumption, collisions 
with vehicles on paved and unpaved roads, and mortality resulting from diseases also 
contributed to declines (USFWS 2004).  
 
Declines in over 50 percent of its population in the U.S. (30 percent of its overall 
range) have been attributable to several factors, paramount of which are an upper 
respiratory tract disease; habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation; predation on 
young tortoises, especially by ravens; and potentially drought. These declines have 
been documented at the local level and are most notable in the western extent of the 
listed range (i.e., the Western Mojave), where the proposed RSPP project is located. 
The proposed RSPP project site occurs in the northern limits of the West Mojave 
recovery unit but does not occur within designated DT critical habitat. Four DT sub-
populations occur south of the proposed RSPP project site, which have been 
identified as part of the West Mojave recovery unit. DT populations within these sub-
populations have been characterized as variable and patchy with some areas 
containing high densities of DT while others contain low densities. DT population 
densities outside these sub-populations; however, are generally very low. However, 
the proposed RSPP project site is an exception with a high density of DTs. See 
Biological Resources Table 3 below for a comparison of the RSPP DT density 
compared to the Western Mojave survey sites conducted by USFWS. CNDDB 
records show seven DT records within 10 miles of the project area (SM 2009a). 

Survey Results for Desert Tortoise  
During a habitat assessment in spring 2009, it was determined that the majority of the 
BRSA contains suitable habitat for DT with the exception of some limited areas of 
development in the northern portion of the BRSA. DT was observed and is well 
distributed over the BRSA (Biological Resources Figure 2). Protocol level surveys 
were conducted on the proposed RSPP project site between March 7 and May 28, 
2009. These surveys provided 100 percent survey coverage of the original proposed 
impact areas and linear facilities and less stringent surveying of the 1-mile surrounding 
buffer area (SM 2009a DT survey report). A total of 50 DTs were observed during the 
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biological surveys in 2009, 10 were located outside the original proposed disturbance 
area and 40 were found within the original proposed disturbance area (SM 2009a) 
(Biological Resources Figure 2). Since the proposed RSPP project site alignment has 
changed since focused surveys for DT were conducted in 2009, additional 2010 surveys 
will be conducted to complete focused surveys for DT within the new project areas. 
Based on similar habitat and environmental conditions, it is expected that the 2010 
survey results will be similar to the 2009 results.  

Of all detections within the BRSA, 29 were adult DTs, 12 were juveniles, and 9 were 
DTs of unknown age. This is a higher percentage of juveniles than was reported for the 
El Paso and Red Rock studies or the Jawbone-Butterbredt Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) study. The ratio of juveniles to adults within the BRSA 
is important, because it provides evidence of a successful breeding group of tortoises 
with juveniles (Berry et al. 2008, Kristin Berry, personal communication). Had the 
numbers included a higher number of adults, this would indicate unsuccessful breeding 
or high juvenile mortality placing the existence of the population at risk. A higher number 
of juveniles with a corresponding lower number of adults would indicate young are being 
produced but not surviving to maturity at a rate sufficient to offset deaths of adults  

Over 200 DT burrows and 33 pallets were observed within the original BRSA. Pallets 
are shallow depressions dug under shrubs that provide temporary resting spots for 
DTs. DTs were observed throughout the original BRSA and are mapped on 
Biological Resources Figure 2. Twenty-two burrows were occupied by DTs; 48 
burrows were noted as active (showing recent evidence of use by DT). Thirty-six 
active burrows and 18 occupied burrows were within the original proposed 
disturbance area. The following additional DT sign was detected within the original 
proposed disturbance area: four active DT pallets, 23 additional DT pallets, 99 
observations of scat (12 of which were fresh), eight observations of bone fragments, 
and five carcasses (2 of which were adults) (Biological Resources Figure 2). 
Additionally, DT tracks were common within active DT burrows. 

Estimation of Desert Tortoise Abundance  
An estimation of DT on the original proposed disturbance area was calculated by 
the applicant. This estimation was based on the following equation: 

Estimated # of tortoises= Number of DTs observed above ground/ (Pa)(Pd). 

The number of DTs found above ground within the disturbance area during focused 
surveys was 28 (SM 2009a). Pa is an estimation of the probability that a tortoise will 
be found above ground and is based on the amount of rainfall from the previous 
winter. For 2009, Pa is 0.64. Pd is the probability of detecting a tortoise when it is 
above ground. For purposes of this model Pd is 0.63. Therefore, the estimated 
abundance of adult DTs within the original disturbance area is 69. The 
corresponding adult DT density within the original disturbance area is 0.040 DTs per 
acre, or 9.8 DTs per km2. These reported densities at the project site are comparatively 
higher than DT densities recently reported within the nearby Fremont-Kramer Desert 
Wildlife Management Area (DWMA)(5.3 to 7.6 DTs per km2) (SM 2009a, USFWS 
2009). 
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The USFWS has several years of monitoring data estimating the density of DT within 
the Western Mojave Recovery Area (USFWS 2009). The estimated densities for the 
Western Mojave recovery unit for sampling years and the estimated densities for 
tortoise on the proposed RSPP project site based on focused surveys are provided in 
Biological Resources Table 3 below. Estimates of tortoise density on the proposed 
RSPP project site were calculated using the original 1,740-acre estimated disturbance 
area where 40 DT were detected (SM 2009a DT survey report). The estimated density 
within the revised disturbance area will be recalculated once protocol surveys are 
conducted on areas within the revised project area that were not previously surveyed. 
Staff believes that given the entire ROW contains similar habitat, it can be expected that 
the DT on the newly proposed project areas within the ROW will be at a similar high 
density of DT.  

Biological Resources Table 3 
Estimated Desert Tortoise Densities in the Western Mojave  

Recovery Unit and the Proposed RSPP 

Sampling Site Estimated Tortoises per km2 
Western Mojave (2001) 7.6 
Western Mojave (2002) 7.1 
Western Mojave (2003) 5.7 
Western Mojave (2004) 5.3 
Western Mojave (2005) 6.0 
Western Mojave (2007) 4.7 
Ridgecrest SPP (2009) 9.8 

As shown in Biological Resources Table 3, the proposed RSPP project site with an 
estimated density of 9.8 DTs per square kilometer, has a significantly higher density of 
DT as compared to recent survey results in the western Mojave region as a whole.  

Desert Tortoise Habitat in the Project Area 
The entire BRSA contains suitable habitat for DTs. 

Desert Tortoise Critical Habitat/Desert Tortoise Natural Areas  
The proposed RSPP project site is not located in an area that has been designated as 
DT Critical Habitat. Critical Habitat consists of specific areas designated in 1994 by the 
USFWS in the draft DT Recovery Plan. The RSPP project is approximately seven miles 
north of the nearest DT critical habitat (Fremont-Kramer Desert Wildlife Management 
Area) (SM 2009a).The proposed project site is located approximately 17 miles northeast 
of the Desert Tortoise Natural Area (DTNA).  

Desert Tortoise Habitat Connectivity 
The proposed RSPP project site occurs within the DT West Mojave recovery unit; 
four DT sub-populations and areas of critical habitat have been designated as 
DWMAs by the WEMO to the south of the proposed RSPP project site; however, the 
closest DT DWMA, the Fremont-Kramer DWMA, is greater than seven miles 
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southeast of the proposed RSPP project site. DT populations within this recovery 
unit are characterized by localized areas of high density in suitable habitat 
surrounded by areas of low density within less suitable habitat areas. Movements 
between local populations are important for long-term population viability. The 
proposed RSPP site was determined to support a high density of DT relative to known 
populations nearby (Kristin Berry, personal communication), and DT habitat at the 
project site could contribute to population connectivity with known populations to the 
south. Due to its overall large size, the proposed RSPP site would contribute to a 
significant loss of suitable habitat available for DT dispersal between local 
populations. Movements to the north and east are probably limited by development 
associated with the City of Ridgecrest and movement barriers associated with US 
395, and State Routes 14 and 178 (SM 2009a). With a general decline in DT 
population as noted above, especially for the western Mojave populations, high 
density areas like the one on the project site, are of great importance for long term 
species survival. This is especially true when the DT population exhibit an adult to 
juvenile ratio indicating population stability.  

Mohave Ground Squirrel  
The Mohave ground squirrel (MGS, state-listed Threatened) is rare throughout its range 
and is found only in the western Mojave Desert, in San Bernardino, Los Angeles, Kern, 
and Inyo counties. This species inhabits desert areas, including alluvial fans, basins, 
and plains with deep sandy or gravelly friable soils with an abundance of native 
herbaceous vegetation. MGSs can be found in Mojave creosote bush scrub, shadscale 
desert scrub, alkali scrub, and Joshua tree woodland. This species feeds on a variety of 
foods, but primarily on the leaves and seeds of forbs and shrubs (Leitner 2008).  
 
This diurnal ground squirrel is active above ground in the spring and early summer. 
Emergence dates vary depending on elevation. Males emerge as early as Feb 1 and 
females usually around February 15 (SM 2010a; DR-BIO-59). Squirrels begin 
aestivation between July and September. Stored body fat is the principal source of 
energy for aestivation, although food is also stored in the burrows. Home range size 
averages approximately 0.91 acre and varies from 0.25 to 2 acres.  
 
Populations of MGS have been reduced by urban development, off-road vehicle use, 
and agriculture. The MGS is threatened by loss of habitat and degradation of habitat 
due to urban, suburban, and rural development; agriculture; military activities; energy 
development; livestock grazing; and off-highway vehicle use. 

Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat/Presence in the Project Area 
There are no records of MGS occurrence on the proposed RSPP project site as no 
trapping efforts have been made. However, two lines of evidence suggest that the 
proposed RSPP project site supports a MGS population. First, there are 24 documented 
MGS occurrences within five miles of the boundaries of the project ROW (Biological 
Resources Figure 3). An analysis of the habitat associated with these occurrences 
indicates that the species has been detected in both creosote bush scrub and in desert 
wash scrub in the region surrounding the proposed RSPP project site. Second, the 
proposed RSPP project site supports both of these desert scrub communities and MGS 
habitat suitability has been mapped (SM 2009a Figure 5.3-7). The entire original proposed 
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RSPP project site is classified as suitable habitat for the species, with over 77 percent 
classified as medium or high suitability. It is likely that the unmapped remainder of the 
current proposed project will be classified as suitable MGS habitat based on cursory review 
of the vegetation communities in the unsurveyed areas. Furthermore, the southern portion 
of the project site is located within the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area as 
designated in the BLM WEMO. As a result of these considerations, the applicant has 
chosen to assume presence of the species over the entire project site (SM 2009a). 

Within its range, which occurs almost entirely within the WEMO planning area, MGS 
inhabits flat to moderate desert terrain, including alluvial fans, basins, and plains with 
deep sandy or gravelly friable soils with an abundance of native herbaceous 
vegetation. Important habitat features for MGS are food availability and appropriate soil 
composition for burrow construction. MGS primarily feed on green vegetation and 
seeds of shrubs and forbs but may also eat invertebrates. Spiny hop-sage (Grayia 
spinosa), winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata), and saltbush (Atriplex spp.) are of 
particular importance in the MGS diet in the northern portion of its range, especially 
during portions of the year when herbaceous annuals are no longer available and in 
drought years. Both spiny hop-sage and winterfat were observed in areas along or 
adjacent to desert washes; in particular, these shrub species are common in the 
southern portion of the BRSA. High-quality habitat includes a diversity of shrub 
species, native herbaceous plants, and sandy or loamy soils (often with large soil 
accumulations at the bases of shrubs) that provide suitable substrate for burrow 
construction (SM 2009a).  

In summary, the entire original proposed project site consists of suitable MGS habitat 
(SM 2009a). It is likely that the revised project site areas and revised BRSA areas 
that have not yet been assessed for MGS will contain suitable habitat for MGS as 
well. The habitat assessment for the new areas will be conducted in 2010. The 
southern portion of the disturbance area (south of Brown Road) occurs within the 
Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area, a Wildlife Habitat Management Area 
designated by the WEMO. This designation was not based on biology but on the 
convenient boundaries of Brown Road. Biologically, the habitat south and north of 
Brown Road is the same and of high value for MGS. Therefore, the entire proposed 
project site likely represents suitable habitat for MGS. 

Habitat Connectivity 
Within the MGS’s range, MGS populations exist north, south, east, and west of the 
proposed RSPP site (Biological Resources Figure 4) (Leitner 2008). MGSs are also 
known to occur within the proposed RSPP project vicinity as stated previously 
(Biological Resources Figure 3) (Leitner 2008). Recent research indicates the 
Olancha population to the north of the proposed site and the Little Dixie Wash 
population to the west of the proposed project site are core populations (Leitner 
2008), and that past development in this valley has fragmented occupied and 
potential MGS habitat and created barriers between the Little Dixie Wash core 
population and the known population to the east of Ridgecrest. Off Highway Vehicle 
use in Red Rock State Park, agricultural conversions west of Koehn Lake, the Koehn 
Lake bed, and rugged terrain and rocky substrate in the El Paso Mountains limit 
connectivity between the Olancha and Little Dixie Wash populations and the majority 
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of the species’ range which occurs to the south of the proposed project site. 
Construction and operation of US 395 and State Routes 14 and 178 have also 
adversely affected MGS habitat connectivity. MGS in the Little Dixie Wash-El Paso 
Wash vicinity are genetically distinguishable from other populations but also show 
genetic evidence of on-going exchange with the population to the south (Marjorie 
Matocq, University of Nevada Reno, personal communication). 
 
The proposed RSPP project site could be used by a variety of wildlife species for 
movement purposes. Wildlife movement activities typically fall into one of three 
movement categories: (1) dispersal (e.g., juvenile animals from natal areas, or 
individuals extending range distributions); (2) seasonal migration; and (3) movements 
related to home range activities (e.g., foraging for food or water; defending territories; or 
searching for mates, breeding areas, or cover). MGS studies have identified the 
proposed RSPP site as potentially a valuable habitat linkage for MGS (Biological 
Resources Figures 4 and 5). This information was not available when the WEMO was 
being completed but given the current level of data, the importance of the project site for 
MGS has only increased. The physical site appears to be the most viable linkage 
connecting the Little Dixie Wash core population to the southern populations and the 
remaining population east of Ridgecrest. At the project site, the linkage is an 
approximate 2.5-mile wide area of low-relief habitat with alluvial/lacustrine soils bound by 
lava flows to the west and south and developing areas of Ridgecrest near US 395 on the 
east. This is the narrow point in the remaining, occupiable, contiguous habitat 
connecting the Little Dixie Wash core population, the population east of Ridgecrest, and 
the populations to the south. Another, much smaller potential branch of this linkage goes 
through a saddle between lava flows southwest of the project site (this potential linkage 
appears to be only a few hundred feet across and its habitat suitability is marginal).  

Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) 
Western burrowing owls (WBO) inhabit arid lands throughout much of the western 
United States and southern interior of western Canada (Haug et al. 1993). In many 
other areas, this species has declined because of habitat modification, poisoning of its 
prey, and introduced nest predators. The WBO is diurnal and usually non-migratory in 
this portion of its range. 
 
WBOs are unique among the North American owls in that they nest and roost in 
abandoned burrows, especially those created by ground squirrels, kit fox (Vulpes 
macrotis), and other wildlife. WBOs have a strong affinity for previously occupied 
nesting and wintering habitats. They often return to burrows used in previous years, 
especially if they were successful at reproducing there in previous years (Gervais et al. 
2008). The southern California breeding season (defined as from pair bonding to 
fledging) generally occurs from February to August with peak breeding activity from 
April through July (Haug et al. 1993). 

WBOs tend to be opportunistic feeders. Large arthropods, mainly beetles and 
grasshoppers, comprise a large portion of their diet. Small mammals, especially mice 
and voles (Microtus, Peromyscus, and Mus spp.) are also important food items. Other 
prey animals include reptiles and amphibians, young cottontail rabbits (Sylvilagus sp.), 
bats, and birds, such as sparrows and horned larks. Consumption of insects increases 
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during the breeding season (Haug et al. 1993). WBOs in California are generally 
nonmigratory and most abundant in the Central and Imperial valleys, primarily in 
agricultural areas. Small, scattered populations occur in the Mojave Desert. Although 
the WBO population in the southern desert region is primarily resident (i.e., present 
year-round), some migration from northern populations to this area occurs during 
winter. Seasonal nonmigratory movements and shifts in burrow use by juveniles and 
adults within a region also occur. The WEMO documents 53 records of WBOs in the 
west Mojave Desert, only five of which are confirmed or probable breeding pairs. 
Other sources document scattered WBO occurrences in eastern Kern County, 
including near the BRSA in the Ridgecrest region (SM 2009a). 

Habitat throughout the project area is suitable for WBOs. Seventy-eight burrows with 
burrowing owl sign were identified within the survey area (SM 2009a). Seven active 
burrowing owl burrows were located on the project site in three separate regions of the 
BRSA, including five main or nest burrows and two satellite burrows. A minimum of 
eight WBOs were detected, including at least two nesting pairs with juveniles. One pair, 
and four individual WBOs were recorded within the original disturbance area; a second 
WBO pair was detected in the northwest portion of the buffer, outside of the new 
proposed RSPP project area (SM 2009a) (Biological Resources Figure 6). 
 
The project applicant conducted Phase II (burrow surveys) and Phase III (owl 
survey, census, and mapping) on the site according to the Burrowing Owl 
Consortium Guidelines. A total of 78 burrows with various levels of WBO sign (29 
percent of the 272 suitable burrows) were detected during the Phase II and Phase III 
surveys (Biological Resources Figure 6), including the seven active burrows; 55 of 
these occur in the current RSPP project disturbance area. Sign observed at the 71 
inactive burrows (i.e., burrows not occupied by WBO during the surveys) was old and 
consisted primarily of pellets that were bleached, desiccated, and disintegrated; or 
whitewash remnants that were partly eroded. Of these 71 inactive burrows, 15 had 
relatively abundant old sign and showed evidence of past regular use (e.g., multiple 
pellets and whitewash spots) (Biological Resources Figure 6); sign at the other 56 
burrows was sparse and did not indicate regular use in recent years (e.g., one 
degraded pellet, single spot of whitewash, etc.). The number of inactive burrows with 
WBO sign, particularly those with abundant old sign, suggests that other areas of the 
disturbance area may have been used previously by WBO for breeding (SM 2009a). 

Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)  
Loggerhead shrikes are uncommon residents throughout most of the southern portion of 
their range, including southern California. In southern California they are generally much 
more common in interior desert regions than along the coast (Humple 2008). 
Loggerhead shrikes initiate their breeding season in February and may continue with 
raising a second brood as late as July; they often re-nest if their first nest fails or to raise 
a second brood (Yosef 1996). 

This species can be found within lowland, open habitat types, including creosote scrub 
and other desert habitats, sage scrub, non-native grasslands, chaparral, riparian, 
croplands, and areas characterized by open scattered trees and shrubs. Fences, posts, 
or other potential perches are typically present. In general, loggerhead shrikes prey 
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upon large insects, small birds, amphibians, reptiles, and small rodents over open 
ground within areas of short vegetation, usually impaling prey on thorns, wire barbs, or 
sharp twigs to cache for later feeding (Yosef 1996).  

Loggerhead shrikes are fairly common breeding residents in the Mojave Desert, and are 
typically associated with desert scrub. Surveys conducted since 1966 have shown a 
decreasing trend in the population of loggerhead shrikes in Mojave and Sonoran 
Deserts (Sauer et al. 2008). Suitable habitat for loggerhead shrike occurs throughout 
the scrub habitats within the proposed RSPP project BRSA area, and loggerhead 
shrikes were observed during the 2009 site surveys (SM 2009a). 

Le Conte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei)  
This species inhabits some of the hottest and driest habitats in the arid southwest, 
including the deserts of southeastern California where they occur year-round. Preferred 
habitats include sparse desert scrub, alkali desert scrub, and desert succulent scrub 
habitats with open desert washes. They seek gentle to rolling slopes associated with dry 
desert washes, conditions found on alluvial fans that are found in the project area. 
Nests are typically placed in prickly vegetation such as cacti or thorny shrubs (Sheppard 
1996). The Le Conte’s thrasher population densities are among the lowest of passerine 
(perching) birds, estimated at less than five birds per square kilometer in optimal 
habitats (Fitton 2008). This low population density decreases the probability of their 
detection during field surveys. The population decline is due in part to the conversion of 
habitat to agriculture and urbanization (Laudenslayer et al. 1992). LeConte’s thrashers 
are also affected by off-highway use during nesting season (Remsen 1978), which 
occurs on designated unimproved roads throughout the project site. This species 
requires areas with an accumulated leaf litter under most plants as cover for its 
preferred arthropod prey; they also feed on seeds, insects, small lizards, and other 
small vertebrates.  
 
One pair of LeConte’s thrasher was observed within the project area in 2009 during 
avian surveys and one was observed during focused DT surveys (SM 2009a). There is 
high potential for LeConte’s thrashers to utilize the proposed RSPP project area for 
breeding and foraging habitat. 

Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) 
Throughout most of the western United States golden eagles are primarily year-round 
residents, breeding from late January through August with peak activity in March 
through July (Kochert et al. 2002). Migratory patterns are usually fairly local in California 
where adults are relatively sedentary, but dispersing juveniles sometimes migrate south 
in the fall. This species is generally considered to be more common in southern 
California than in the northern part of the state (USFS 2008). 

Habitats for this species typically include rolling foothills, mountain areas, and deserts. 
Golden eagles need open terrain for hunting and prefer grasslands, deserts, savanna, 
and early successional stages of forest and shrub habitats. Golden eagles primarily 
prey on lagomorphs and rodents but will also take other mammals, birds, reptiles, and 
some carrion (Kochert et al. 2002). This species prefers to nest in rugged, open habitats 
with canyons and escarpments, with overhanging ledges and cliffs and large trees used 
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as cover. Golden eagles were not detected at the proposed RSPP project site, but are 
likely to forage over the site periodically. They are unlikely to nest on-site because of the 
absence of suitable nesting habitat. There are 10 known golden eagle nests from the 
last several decades within 30 miles of the RSPP site. One of those known nests is 
within seven miles, another approximately eight miles, two approximately 10 miles, one 
approximately 11 miles, and the remainder more than 15 miles from the proposed 
RSPP site. Some of these nesting locations may be inactive today. It is also likely that 
there are unknown nesting locations throughout the area.  

The USFWS has recently provided new guidance on survey protocols and impact 
analysis that would meet the definitions provided in the Bald and Golden Protection Act. 
The applicant has arranged to conduct a golden eagle nest survey within a ten mile 
radius of the site. The results will be available in May or June 2010. At that time, an 
assessment can be made of the potential impacts to golden eagle foraging habitat, and 
to nest sites and breeding territories. The estimation of impacts will determine whether a 
take permit will be required under the Eagle Protection Act.  

Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus) 
Pallid bats range throughout western North America, inhabiting low elevation rocky arid 
deserts and canyonlands, shrub-steppe grasslands and higher elevation coniferous 
forests (WBWG 2005a). They are most abundant in xeric ecosystems, including the 
Great Basin, Mojave, and Sonoran deserts. This species can be a solitary rooster, or 
can occupy small or large roost groups; day and night roosts include crevices in rocky 
outcrops and cliffs, caves, mines, hollow trees or bark, and various human structures 
such as bridges, barns, porches, bat boxes, and human-occupied as well as vacant 
buildings (WBWG 2005a). Pallid bats are opportunistic generalists that glean a variety 
of arthropod prey from surfaces, but also capture insects on the wing (WBWG 2005a).  
 
No pallid bats were observed during the surveys, but no surveys were specifically 
conducted for this species or any other bats. Pallid bats were recorded in 1997 in Red 
Rock Canyon State Park near an active maternity colony in a mine shaft in the vicinity of 
a desert spring (CNDDB 2010). There is a moderate potential for this species to forage 
on the site, but a low potential for it to roost on the site given the relative lack of suitable 
roosting sites. 

Spotted Bat (Euderma maculatum) 
Spotted bats occur throughout western North America, and have been found from below 
sea level to 9,000 feet in arid, low desert habitats to high elevation conifer forests 
(WBWG 2005b). Prominent rock features appear to be a necessary feature for roosting; 
roost sites are cracks, crevices, and caves, usually high in fractured rock cliffs (WBWG 
2005b). Spotted bats feed primarily on moths and are apparently solitary but 
occasionally roost or hibernate in small groups (WBWG 2005b). This species is 
infrequently captured; although in the southwest spotted bats have been most often 
captured over water (WBWG 2005b). 

No spotted bats were observed during the surveys, but no surveys were specifically 
conducted for this species or any other bats. Spotted bats were recorded in 1997 in Red 
Rock Canyon State Park near a desert spring in canyon lands (CNDDB 2010). There is 
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a moderate potential for this species to forage on the site, but a low potential for it to 
roost on the site given the relative lack of suitable roosting sites. 

Desert Kit Fox (Vulpes macrotis arsipus) 
The desert kit fox is not a special status species, but is a protected furbearer under Title 
14, California Code of Regulations (Section 460), which states that “Fisher, marten, 
river otter, desert kit fox, and red fox may not be taken at any time”. Therefore, potential 
take of this species must be avoided. The desert kit fox lives in desert scrublands and 
grasslands and they feed primarily on small rodents, birds, insects, and reptiles. Dens 
are excavated in loose, sandy or loamy soils. The species is active year round. 
However, it typically forages at night during the hottest months in late spring and 
summer.  

A total of 75 burrows and burrow complexes were found within the original disturbance 
area including 4 active complexes and 3 complexes that had pups. An additional 44 
burrows (including 4 active burrows) were found within the original BRSA (Biological 
Resources Figure 7). The large majority of the site provides suitable denning habitat 
with the exception of rocky outcrops on the western edge of the proposed project site. 
The entire proposed RSPP project site is suitable foraging habitat for the species (SM 
2009a). 

American Badger (Taxidea taxus) 
American badgers were once fairly widespread throughout open grassland habitats of 
California. They are now uncommon, permanent residents throughout most of the state, 
with the exception of the northern North Coast area. They are most abundant in the 
drier open stages of most shrub, forest, and herbaceous habitats with friable soils. In 
the southwest, badgers are typically associated with creosote bush scrub and 
sagebrush. Mating occurs in late summer or early fall and two to three young are born 
183 to 265 days later in March or April (Long 1973). Badgers are fossorial (burrowing) 
mammals. They dig large burrows in dry, friable soils and use multiple dens/cover 
burrows within their home range. They typically use a different den every day, although 
they can use a den for a few days at a time (Sullivan 1996). Cover burrows are an 
average of 30 feet in length, and are approximately three feet in depth. Natal dens are 
larger and more complex than cover dens. In undisturbed, high-quality habitat, badger 
dens can average 0.64 dens per acre, but are much lower in highly disturbed areas 
(Sullivan 1996). 
 
Sign of American badgers were detected during project surveys in 2009 in the survey 
buffer area to the north of the proposed impact area (Biological Resources Figure 7). 
No individuals or sign were detected within the original proposed disturbance area. 
There are records in the CNDDB for this species immediately to the west of the 
proposed RSPP project area.  

Swainson’s Hawk (Buteo swainsoni) 
One Swainson’s hawk, listed as threatened under CESA, was incidentally observed 
flying over the BRSA on April 28, 2009 and was likely migrating over the area. 
Swainson’s hawk is not expected to breed or regularly use the BRSA due to the lack of 
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suitable nesting habitat and no breeding records nearby. The nearest Swainson’s hawk 
record is approximately 50 miles from the BRSA. However, the proposed project site is 
considered potential foraging habitat. 

C.2.4.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 

CONSTRUCTION DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION  
For clarity purposes it should be noted that CEQA uses the term “impacts” when 
describing changes to the environment while the convention under NEPA is to use the 
term “effects.” The terms will be used here interchangeably but only CEQA requires that 
significant impacts or effects be mitigated or reduced to a level less than significant.  
 
Direct impacts are those impacts that result from the project and occur at the same time 
and place. Indirect impacts are caused by the project, but can occur later in time or are 
farther removed in distance while still reasonably foreseeable and related to the project. 
The potential impacts discussed in this analysis are those most likely to be associated 
with construction and operation of the project.  
 
Impact analyses typically characterize effects to plant communities as temporary or 
permanent, with a permanent impact referring to areas that are paved or otherwise 
precluded from restoration to a pre-project state. In the desert ecosystems the definition 
of permanent impacts needs to reflect the slow recovery rates of its plant communities. 
Natural recovery rates from disturbance in these systems depend on the nature and 
severity of the impact. For example, creosote bushes can resprout a full canopy within 
five years after damage from heavy vehicle traffic (Gibson et al. 2004), but more severe 
damage involving vegetation removal and soil disturbance can take from 50 to 300 
years for partial recovery; complete ecosystem recovery may require over 3,000 years 
(Lovich and Bainbridge 1999). In this analysis, an impact is considered temporary only if 
there is evidence to indicate that pre-disturbance levels of biomass, cover, density, 
community structure, and soil characteristics could be achieved within five years. 
Unless otherwise indicated, the acreages provided below for impacts are considered 
permanent. 
 
A commonly used measure to reduce impacts below a significant level is compensatory 
mitigation. This normally involves acquisition of high value habitat that can be 
maintained and managed in perpetuity for the biological resources impacted and lost 
due to the RSPP project. Staff discusses compensatory mitigation following the 
discussions of direct, indirect, operational, and cumulative impacts. 

OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS TO VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 
The proposed RSPP plant is expected to have a disturbance area of approximately 
2,002 acres. This includes approximately 1,928 acres for the northern and southern 
power blocks, 16.3 acres for the proposed water line, and 58.2 acres for the realignment 
of the power line. Although the vegetation mapping of the entire 2,002 acres has not 
been completed and additional biological resource protocol surveys of portions of the 
re-configured RSPP site, transmission line realignment, and water pipeline have not 
been completed, the project will result in the destruction of most of the habitat through 
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extensive grading. Given current survey data and site investigation, it is estimated that 
over 90% of destroyed habitat will occur within creosote bush scrub. Impact acreage is 
expected to be similar to those acreages found in Biological Resources Table 1.  

The project applicant intends to perform vegetation mapping and update the delineation 
of waters of the state for the revised impact area in the spring of 2010. This will allow 
the commission to accurately calculate vegetation community impacts and impacts to 
waters of the state from the proposed RSPP project. The applicant will also be 
conducting focused protocol surveys for special status plant and wildlife species within 
the revised impact area in the spring of 2010. Based on the results of these surveys, 
staff's impact assessment and proposed conditions of certification may require updates 
to reflect potential impacts to biological resources from the revised impact area 
information. The project applicant originally estimated that 28.1 acres of waters of the 
state would be impacted by the original proposed project. This original estimate 
included impacts to El Paso Wash, which will be largely avoided by the current 
proposed project. So, the impact to state waters may be less than 28.1 acres depending 
on the outcome of the revised delineation of waters of the state. 

Non-native Invasive Species 
Construction activities and soil disturbance could introduce new non native invasive 
species to lands adjacent to the proposed RSPP project site and its linear facilities, and 
could further spread weeds already present in the project vicinity. The spread of 
invasive plants is a major threat to biological resources in the Mojave Desert because 
non-native plants can displace native plants, increase the threat of wildfire, and supplant 
wildlife foods that are important to herbivorous species.  

To avoid and minimize the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of new ones, 
an active weed management strategy and control methods must be implemented. The 
applicant has prepared a draft Weed Management Plan (SM 2010a) to avoid and 
minimize the spread of non-native invasive plant species. The final weed management 
plan will require review by BLM personnel to insure it complies with NEPA herbicide 
application guidelines. Energy commission staff has incorporated recommendations 
from the applicant into proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19 (Weed Management 
Plan). The Weed Management Plan includes a discussion of non-native invasive 
species targeted for eradication or control and a variety of weed control measures such 
as establishing weed wash stations for construction vehicles and revegetation of 
disturbed areas with native seed mix. Implementation of this condition/weed 
management plan would reduce potential impacts from introduction and spread of 
weeds to less than significant levels under CEQA. Any use of chemical control 
techniques will require a site specific environmental evaluation and specific 
authorizations from BLM. BLM has a list of approved herbicides that could be approved. 

Impacts of Dust on Remaining Vegetation 
Disturbance of the soil’s surface caused by construction traffic and other activities would 
result in increased wind erosion of the soil. Aeolian transport of dust and sand can result 
in the degradation of soil and vegetation over a widening area (Okin et al. 2001). Dust 
can have deleterious physiological effects on plants and may affect their productivity 
and nutritional qualities. This could subsequently reduce the amount of suitable forage 
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available for local wildlife species. The destruction of plants and soil crusts by 
windblown sand and dust exacerbates the erodibility of the soil and accelerates the loss 
of nutrients in the soil (Okin et al. 2001). The impacts of increased dust on remaining 
vegetation adjacent to the proposed RSPP site can be minimized with implementation 
of staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures (Best Management Practices)] to less than significant levels.  

Impacts to Jurisdictional State Waters 
The ephemeral drainages on the proposed RSPP project site provide beneficial 
functions and values such as groundwater recharge, flood peak attenuation, floodwater 
storage, and wildlife corridors and habitat. For the proposed RSPP project, these 
functions would be impaired by construction and operation. The ACOE has determined 
that there are no waters of the U.S. on the proposed RSPP site. However, there are 
waters of the state on the proposed RSPP site. As stated previously, the applicant 
originally estimated that 28.1 acres of state waters would be impacted by construction of 
the proposed RSPP project. 
 
The applicant has agreed to maintain the El Paso Wash in a natural condition in order to 
continue providing hydrologic functions and value for wildlife. The applicant is currently 
preparing an updated delineation of waters of the state according to CDFG guidelines. 
Once that delineation is approved, the extent of impacts to state waters will be 
calculated. Mass grading of the unnamed jurisdictional washes on the proposed RSPP 
site would eliminate the hydrological and biological values and functions provided by 
these features. Specifically, construction of the proposed RSPP project would eliminate 
the hydrological connections of unnamed washes tributary to El Paso Wash; eliminate 
the stream energy dissipation function provided by these washes during large storm 
events; eliminate the surface and subsurface water storage and groundwater recharge 
functions currently provided by these washes and the El Paso Wash associated 
floodplain; eliminate sediment transport, storage, deposition and nutrient cycling 
functions that currently aids in floodplain maintenance and vegetation establishment 
and maintenance; and eliminate the vegetation communities that help stabilize stream 
banks and provide wildlife habitat within the wash and its associated floodplain. 
Eliminating the washes on the proposed RSPP site would fundamentally and 
permanently alter the natural geomorphic and hydrological processes that currently 
characterize the project site, which in turn would fundamentally alter the biological 
processes that support recruitment of native vegetation and creation of wildlife habitat 
within the wash and on the associated floodplain. For these reasons, staff has 
concluded that construction of the proposed RSPP project would significantly impact the 
biological functions and values of the desert washes.  

This impact can be mitigated to below a level of significance if compensation lands 
contain wash acreage equal to or greater than wash acreage lost on the proposed 
RSPP site and other conditions of the Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) 
are implemented ( Condition of Certification BIO-18). The extent of state waters to be 
impacted on the proposed RSPP site and the extent of wash habitats present on 
compensation lands are not known at this time. RSPP did submit a LSA application that 
was found to be inadequate by CDFG. A re-delineation of the RSPP site is anticipated 
to be completed in the spring of 2010 and the new information submitted to CDFG. 
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CDFG will review the submittal and complete the LSA and staff will include it in 
Condition of Certification BIO-18. Additionally, staff’s proposed Condition of Certification 
BIO-12 (Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat Compensatory Mitigation 
and CDFG 2081 Permit), which requires compensation lands to be purchased and 
protected that have similar biological attributes as the RSPP site, will help reduce the 
impacts to washes to a less than significant level. The project applicant would also be 
required to submit a project closure plan which would restore the original washes in 
place and therefore restore some of the existing functions and values of current washes 
that are expected to be impacted. 

Impacts to Raptors and Migratory/Special Status Bird Species 
Vegetation at the plant site and along linear facilities provides foraging, cover, and/or 
breeding habitat for migratory birds, including a number of special status bird species 
confirmed to be present at the site. Loggerhead shrike, LeConte’s thrasher and WBO 
are special-status species known to breed and forage at the site. WBOs are discussed 
in further detail below. Power plant construction would eliminate nesting habitat for 
these and other species and could result in direct and indirect impacts to these species 
due to habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, or injury/fatality of individuals from bird 
collisions with project facilities or from interactions with concentrated sunbeams. 
Nonresident migratory birds pass through the site during regular migration activities but 
are not expected to be impacted. Raptors such as prairie falcons (Falco mexicanus) and 
golden eagles may forage occasionally at the site. There are known nest locations for 
golden eagles in the El Paso Mountains approximately 5 to 10 miles south of the 
proposed site. The loss of foraging habitat will be partially mitigated by acquisition and 
enhancement on the compensation lands (see staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-12). No impacts to northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) or peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus) are anticipated because these species occur only infrequently 
at the proposed RSPP project area and do not breed there. 

Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations, section 22.26 of the Eagle Protection Act 
authorizes take of golden and bald eagles. The USFWS requires a take permit to be 
issued for “take” of golden eagles where the taking is associated with, but not the 
purpose of the activity, and cannot practicably be avoided. Take under the terms of the 
act is defined as “to pursue, shoot, shoot at, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or 
disturb.” Disturb is defined as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree 
that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, 
injury to an eagle; a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior; or nest abandonment, by substantially 
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior.” The USFWS is still 
preparing guidelines regarding whether and to what degree removal of foraging habitat 
for golden eagles would meet the definition of “disturb” under the act and therefore 
require issuance of a take permit. The proposed RSPP project site is potential foraging 
habitat for golden eagles because the species is known to forage within vegetation 
communities found on the site and there are known nesting locations within the 
estimated foraging distance for golden eagles. The site does not represent suitable 
nesting habitat for golden eagles. Therefore, it is unclear whether a take permit under 
the Eagle Protection Act would be required for the proposed RSPP. Further guidance 
from the USFWS is forthcoming for utility-scale renewable energy projects such as the 

March 2010 C.2-31 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 



proposed RSPP project. The RSPP applicant will survey a 10-mile radius around the 
RSPP site for active golden eagle nests during the spring of 2010. Following this survey 
and based on the results, a decision will be made by the USFWS whether the project 
would require a take permit for golden eagles. Condition of Certification BIO-22 requires 
the project owner to coordinate with the USFWS to determine if a take permit is needed 
for golden eagles for the RSPP site. 

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty and Fish and Game Code section 3503 regulates the 
loss of active bird nests or young. The applicant has proposed mitigation measures to 
avoid and minimize impacts to nesting birds that have been incorporated into staff’s 
proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 [(Impact Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures (Best Management Practices)], BIO-14 (Pre-Construction Nest Surveys, and 
BIO-15 (Monitoring Impacts of Technology on Birds). Implementation of staff’s proposed 
conditions of certification would avoid direct impacts to nests, eggs, or young of 
migratory birds and would minimize the impacts of construction disturbance to nesting 
birds. 

Loss of nesting and foraging habitat for these special status bird species would add to 
the cumulative loss of habitat for these species within the region. See the cumulative 
impact discussion for a description of cumulative projects considered for impact 
discussion. Implementation of staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-12, which 
requires compensatory mitigation, Condition of Certification BIO-21 which requires the 
project owner to complete an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP), and Condition of 
Certification BIO-22 which requires the project owner to obtain a Federal Eagle Act 
Take Permit or show evidence that one is not needed, would reduce impacts to 
migratory birds to less than a significant impact. 

Impacts to Western Burrowing Owls 
Western burrowing owls (WBO) are a state species of special concern that nest on the 
proposed RSPP project site and would be directly impacted by construction. Seven 
active burrows with at least one pair with juveniles and four individual owls were found 
within the original proposed disturbance area. An additional pair and four additional 
individuals were found within the original buffer area. Additional surveys will be 
conducted in 2010 to determine if additional owls are present in the unsurveyed areas 
of the current proposed project area. Without implementation of impact avoidance and 
minimization measures (staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8), WBO adults, 
eggs, or young could be crushed or entombed by grading activities, and nesting and 
foraging activities would be directly and indirectly impacted by construction and 
operation of the project. The project would also result in permanent loss of 2,002 acres 
that are currently used by WBO for nesting and foraging. Staff considers these impacts 
significant. Habitat loss is one of the primary threats to California’s WBO population 
(Gervais et al. 2008), and the proposed RSPP project site would contribute 
incrementally to this significant loss. 
 
To avoid impacts to WBO that might be nesting or residing within burrows in the project 
impact area, the applicant has proposed conducting pre-construction surveys on the 
plant site and along all linear facilities, using methods recommended by CDFG (CBOC 
1993). To avoid direct take of owls, the applicant has proposed passive relocation. 
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Passive relocation involves encouraging owls to move from occupied burrows to 
alternate natural or artificial burrows that are at least 150 feet from the impact zone and 
are within contiguous foraging habitat for all of the relocated owls. Passive relocation of 
owls is only implemented during the non-breeding season (CDFG 1995) in order to 
avoid egg and dependent chick separation from adult owls, which would likely result in 
death of those eggs and young. Passive relocation, construction of artificial burrows, 
and surveys prior to relocation would be in accordance with CDFG-approved guidelines 
(CBOC 1993).  

The project applicant, at the request of energy commission staff, has prepared a draft 
Western Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan (SM 2010a). This draft plan will 
be the basis for staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-17 (Burrowing Owl 
Impact Avoidance, Clearance Surveys, Relocation/Translocation, and Long-Term 
Monitoring). With the implementation of staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-
17 and Condition of Certification BIO-21 which requires the project owner to complete 
an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP), the impacts to WBO would be reduced to 
less than significant levels. 

Noise  
Noise from construction activities could temporarily discourage wildlife from foraging 
and nesting immediately adjacent to the project area. Many bird species rely on 
vocalization during the breeding season to attract a mate within their territory. Noise 
levels from certain construction, operations, and demolition activities could reduce the 
reproductive success of nesting birds.  

The expected loudest composite noise level from the ongoing construction is 
approximately 85 dBA at 50 feet from the activity, which results in noise levels of 
approximately 79 and 73 dBA at distances of 100 and 200 feet from the activity, 
respectively (Solar Millennium 2009a). The construction period is temporary and 
relatively long term (28 months), and wildlife usually becomes habituated to ongoing 
general construction noise. Weisenberger et al. (1996) found that bighorn sheep 
responded to aircraft over-flights with increased heart rates and altered behavior; 
however, animal response decreased with increased exposure. 
 
As part of the final phase before operation, a process of readying a steam turbine for 
startup known as a “steam blow” is initiated. This process cleans the piping and tubing 
which carry steam to the turbines; starting the turbines without cleaning these systems 
would destroy the turbine. The Applicant is currently proposing to use a low pressure 
technique. This method releases steam over a continuous period of about 36 hours and 
would result in noise levels of about 80 dBA at 100 feet. The traditional, high pressure 
method would result in noise levels as high as 130 dBA at 100 feet, several times per 
day. If this louder method is chosen, the project owner would perform the steam blow in 
such a manner that the noise level is not greater than 110 dBA measured at 100 feet 
from the property line. Either process may be performed several times over a period of 
two to three weeks (Solar Millennium 2009a). 

Heavy equipment operation and noisy construction work related to project construction 
would typically start no later than 6:00 am and end no later than 7:00 pm. The exception 
would be if low pressure steam blows are conducted, which occur over a 36-hour period 
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and occur only over a period of two to three weeks. As a result of these design features, 
the temporary nature of these activities, and the adherence to noise reducing mitigation 
measures, the noise levels at the project fence line are not expected to have any 
substantial impact on nearby wildlife resources. No significant wildlife resources would 
be expected to remain within the disturbance area. Therefore, no significant impact to 
wildlife from construction noise would be expected. 

Impacts to Special Status Mammals 

Impacts to American Badger and Desert Kit Fox  
The proposed RSPP project site includes suitable foraging and denning habitat for 
American badger. The American badger is protected under Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations (sections 670.2 and 670.5), and potential impacts to individuals of this 
species must be mitigated to less than significant levels under CEQA. Construction of 
the proposed RSPP project could kill or injure American badgers by crushing individuals 
with heavy equipment, or entombing them within a den. Sign of one American badger 
was found within the original BRSA in 2009. No badger individuals were found during 
surveys. Followup surveys for the areas of the current proposed project that were not 
originally surveyed for badger will be conducted in 2010. Construction activities could 
also result in disturbance or harassment of individuals. Staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-16 (American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Clearance Surveys, 
Relocation/Translocation Plan, and Long-term Monitoring Plan) would reduce the take 
of American badgers. The compensatory mitigation (staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO- 12) will reduce the project-related impacts to American badger to less 
than significant levels under CEQA. 
 
The desert kit fox is protected under Title 14, California Code of Regulations (sections 
670.2 and 670.5) as a protected furbearing mammal and potential impacts to individuals 
of this species must be avoided. Seventy-five fox burrows, including 4 active burrow 
complexes with 3 fox pups, were found in the original disturbance area. An additional 44 
burrows, including 4 active burrow complexes were found in the original BRSA. Adult 
foxes were not observed during focused surveys in 2009. Additional surveys will be 
conducted in 2010 for areas of the current proposed project that were not surveyed in 
2009. Based on this information, the entire RSPP site includes suitable foraging and 
denning habitat for this species. Construction of the RSPP project could kill or injure 
desert kit fox by crushing individuals with heavy equipment, or entombing them within a 
den. Construction activities could also result in disturbance or harassment of individuals. 
Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-16 (American Badger and Desert Kit Fox 
Clearance Surveys, Relocation/Translocation Plan, and Long-Term Monitoring Plan) 
would reduce the take of desert kit fox to be in compliance with Sections 670.2 and 
670.5 of the California Code of Regulations. The compensatory mitigation (staff’s 
proposed Condition of Certification BIO- 12) will reduce the project-related impacts to 
desert kit fox to less than significant levels under CEQA. 

Impacts to Mohave Ground Squirrel 
The entire 2,002-acre proposed RSPP project site is suitable habitat for the California 
threatened Mohave ground squirrel (MGS). Approximately 77 percent of the project site 
is considered medium to high suitability for MGS. This is based on a habitat assessment 
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performed on the site by Dr. Philip Leitner and known occurrences of the species in the 
immediate vicinity of the site (DR- BIO–58 2010b, SM 2009a, CNDDB 2010). No 
trapping was conducted on the proposed RSPP project site because the applicant 
agreed to assume MGS were present but ample evidence exists to support a conclusion 
that MGS are present on the site. Such evidence includes the relatively undisturbed 
habitat on the project site with diverse vegetation of the type that provides forage and 
cover for resident MGS and the numerous detections, at least 24, (Biological 
Resources Figure 3) of MGS within five miles of the project site, in the same habitat 
types. Finally, the project site sits between known populations of MGS to the north, 
west, and to the south (CNDDB 2010). 

Grading and construction within the proposed RSPP site will likely result in the take of 
all MGS on the site. Staff assumes that take of MGS during the grading of 2,002 acres 
is unavoidable. It is especially likely that any MGSs (adults and juveniles) in burrows 
during project grading would be killed during project construction. Energy commission 
staff has requested that the applicant prepare a draft MGS translocation plan (SM 
2010a). The applicant’s biologist doubts the feasibility of implementing a translocation 
plan for MGS. However, fatality of MGS must be minimized, so salvage trapping should 
occur prior to grading. The translocated individuals should be monitored with radio 
telemetry to determine the survival rate of individual MGS after translocation occurs. 

Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat Connectivity 
Generally, biological resource impacts relate to the death or injury of individual animals 
due to direct taking or loss of habitat. Due to the unique geographical location relative to 
known core populations of MGS, development of the project would impact not only 
individual MGS, but also substantially reduce the connectivity of the Little Dixie Wash 
core population to the west of the proposed RSPP site with known populations east of 
Ridgecrest, and the populations to the south of the proposed RSPP site with the 
Olancha core population to the north of the site.  

Aerial photographs and topographic maps confirm Leitner’s conclusions that the 
project site provides the widest section between natural and manmade barriers in 
the region to support connectivity between the northern core population near 
Olancha and southern populations of MGS. Natural features like the nearby El 
Paso Mountains provide barriers to MGS movement as does increased expansion 
of the City of Ridgecrest and the building of US 395. The current landscape creates 
a visible funnel with the project site as the most obvious point of connection 
between the southern and northern populations of MGS. Past habitat loss and 
fragmentation in the vicinity of the City of Ridgecrest and the continued growth 
towards US 395, has reduced other potential areas of connectivity. Without a 
conscious effort to recognize and protect genetic flow there is serious risk in 
eliminating all potential regional connectivity within the next few decades (see 
Biological Resource Figure 5). At the project site, the linkage is an approximate 2.5-
mile wide area of low-relief habitat with suitable burrowing substrates (alluvial and 
lacustrine soils) bound by lava flows to the west and south and developing areas of the 
City of Ridgecrest near US 395 on the east. This is the narrow point in the remaining, 
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suitable, contiguous habitat connecting the Little Dixie Wash core population to the west 
of the RSPP site and the known population east of Ridgecrest and the Olancha core 
population to the north and remaining populations to the south.  

Another, much smaller linkage goes through a saddle between lava flows southwest of 
the project site. This potential genetic linkage appears to be only a few hundred feet 
across and its habitat suitability is marginal because of the increased topographic relief 
in this area and the extent of rocky habitats. Therefore, this possible link provides less 
suitable linkage habitat than the RSPP site. 

The project will result in isolation of MGS populations and lead to excessive inbreeding 
and decrease their ability to withstand random catastrophic events or disease which 
could cause the reduction or elimination of these populations. Sufficient connectivity is 
important between core habitat areas to allow gene flow (Leitner 2008). 
 
In addition to geographic analysis, recent genetic studies have shown that MGS 
populations show some evidence of divergence in the Western Mojave Desert. This 
may be a result of increasingly isolated populations (Bell et al. 2009). It also shows 
there is still periodic transfer of genetic material between the populations. MGS in 
the Little Dixie Wash-El Paso Wash vicinity are genetically distinguishable from other 
populations but also show genetic evidence of on-going exchange with the population 
to the south (Marjorie Matocq, University of Nevada Reno, personal communication). 
Building the RSPP would reduce the habitat connectivity between these 
populations. Increased isolation may result in a subsequent reduction in genetic 
variability throughout the entire MGS population and reduce other meta-population 
functions, which are essential for population persistence. 
 
Leitner’s recommendation to maintain viable linkages between MGS populations is 
supported by recent literature. A review of over 1,000 wildlife population networks 
on six continents found that the quality of habitat between larger habitat patches 
was an important predictor of occupancy within these patches. This highlighted the 
importance of maintaining connections between core population areas. 
 
Developing the project may impact MGS habitat connectivity as it will further reduce the 
dwindling remaining connectivity between the northern and southern populations of 
MGS. Although there is uncertainty as to the exact means in which the northern and 
southern MGS populations can interact and it is not known how narrow a route can be to 
still provide suitable connectivity. Aerial photographs and site investigation of the 
proposed project area make it apparent that the existing area of connectivity is small and 
limited. This is especially so given the area east of the project site that the applicant 
identifies as a potential north-south connection is comprised of the remaining partially 
developed habitat between the City of Ridgecrest and US 395. 
 
Development of the City of Ridgecrest is moving south and west towards US 395 and 
most likely within two decades the area will be residential/developed, so that area does 
not represent long-term connectivity for MGS. Consult the cumulative impact section for 
a discussion of proposed projects within the City of Ridgecrest.  
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The project site has the most suitable habitat and geography for connectivity to 
populations to the north and south of the site. As mentioned previously, there is a small, 
unnamed wash area to the west of the project area that could serve a limited function as 
a movement corridor for MGS; however, the area is not as suitable for this function as 
the proposed project site since this offsite corridor is only several hundred yards in width. 
Biological Resources Figure 5 illustrates the most suitable area of connectivity is 
contained within the project site. Therefore, residual (i.e. unmitigable) effects would 
occur to MGS connectivity even with the acquisition of suitable compensation lands for 
MGS because development of the RSPP site would result in the loss of the most suitable 
movement corridor. 

Impacts do not stop at the project fence line. As previously discussed, indirect impacts 
such as noise, increased construction and operational traffic, dust, spread of invasive 
plants, and increased public use expand project-related impacts beyond the direct 
disturbance area. Industrial facilities such as the proposed RSPP will affect the area 
surrounding it in various ways. The novelty of the facility will attract curious visitors and 
probably additional off-road vehicle enthusiasts. All these activities will reduce the value 
of the area surrounding the project site further reducing connectivity. Past development 
in the Indian Wells Valley has fragmented occupied and potential MGS habitat and 
created barriers between the core MGS populations southwest of Inyokern and the 
known population to the east of Ridgecrest (Leitner 2008). Construction and operation 
of US 395 and State Routes 14 and 178 have also adversely affected MGS habitat 
connectivity (Leitner 2008). Due to its overall large size, the proposed RSPP would 
contribute to a significant loss of suitable habitat available for MGS dispersal and 
genetic connections between local populations. Currently, no studies have been 
conducted to determine to what extent past habitat loss and fragmentation in the 
vicinity of Ridgecrest have altered MGS connectivity and movement patterns but 
existing quantitative and qualitative information regarding future renewable energy 
growth in the area points to greater fragmentation of MGS connectivity in the region 
(see Cumulative Impacts subsection).  
 
The connectivity of the proposed RSPP site is a result of the physical location, 
geography, and habitat. The loss of additional connectivity between the northern and 
southern populations of MGS at the proposed RSPP site should be avoided and the 
proposed RSPP site preserved in a natural state. 

Construction Impacts to Desert Tortoise (DT) 
The proposed RSPP site will result in significant impacts to the DT population in the 
region. Based on applicant survey data, there are an estimated 69 DT within the original 
disturbance area. Additional surveys in 2010 may determine that the actual number of 
DT within the current proposed disturbance area is higher than 69 because several 
hundred acres of suitable habitat have not been fully surveyed. The proposed RSPP 
site contains relatively unique habitat conditions for DT for the following reasons:  
1. The habitat on the proposed RSPP site supports relatively undisturbed high value 

habitat with diverse vegetation that provides forage and cover for a large resident 
population of DT. The native annual plant production is consistently high at this site 
as evidenced by grazing production surveys conducted by the BLM. This vegetation 
provides dependable forage for DTs. 
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2. At 9.8 DT per km2, the DT density on the project site is high despite a general low 
level of density in the surrounding area and despite factors such as the close 
proximity of the site to the City of Ridgecrest and US 395 that would normally reduce 
the habitat suitability for DT. This estimated density is also among the highest 
recorded DT density in the western Mojave Desert (see Biological Resources 
Table 3) 

3. The DTs on the proposed RSPP project site and in the general region are more 
tolerant of winter temperature extremes and are able to survive on less summer 
rainfall than populations in the southern and eastern Mojave. Their burrows are 
deeper and longer to adjust to the temperature variations (Murphy et al. 2007). The 
DT population in this area and onsite provide genetic variability for the general DT 
population as climate change in the region moves suitable habitat for DT to the 
north.  

Historically, DT densities were much higher than today. In the 1940s and 1950s some 
areas within the Indian Wells Valley had 100 or more DTs per square kilometer. By 
2000, those numbers had been reduced by as much as 90 percent. During this decade 
they have continued to decline. A recent DT study in the El Paso Mountains area found 
juveniles, immature and sub-adults tortoises, an indication that young are being 
produced but not surviving to maturity at a rate sufficient to offset deaths of adults 
(Kristin Berry, personal communication). Similar trends and population declines have 
been reported at sites throughout the DT geographic range as well as in the nearby 
Desert Tortoise Research Natural Area and Red Rock Canyon State Park (Berry and 
Medica 1995, Berry et al. 2008, Keith et al. 2008, Kristin Berry personal 
communication). The continued decline of the DT makes the project site, with its 29 
adults, and 12 juveniles (estimated population on site of 69 DTs) all the more important 
as a population anchor or source population for the western Mojave and evidences the 
uniqueness of the project site. 
 
The proposed RSPP site has DT densities that are among the highest recorded this 
decade in the USFWS range-wide monitoring of the Mojave population of the DT 
(USFWS 2009). Of thirty sites sampled by USFWS from 2001 through 2007 in Desert 
Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAs), critical habitat for DT, and Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern, only two sites had higher average densities than the proposed 
Ridgecrest site. The proposed RSPP site had a density of 9.8 DTs per square kilometer. 
The highest average density recorded at the other sample sites in the Mojave Desert 
was 7.2 DTs per square kilometer. The two sample sites that had higher densities (10.1 
and 10.8) were both in the Colorado Desert.  
 
In looking at the meaning of such a high density it is important to consider the general 
area surrounding the RSPP site which has been found to contain low DT densities. 
Throughout the Mojave area there are isolated pockets of high DT density and it is not 
fully understood the role these areas will play in DT survival (Berry et al. 2008, Keith et 
al. 2008, Berry et al. 2006). But the fact that the DT is in decline makes these 
concentrated DT reservoirs an important part of the overall conservation effort. This is 
especially the case if this population has greater tolerance to temperature changes 
since temperature changes will likely occur throughout the range of DT because of 
global climate change. Preservation of the characteristics of this particular DT 
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population will be important for long-term survival of DT as a whole since adaptability to 
temperature increases associated with climate change will be important for the species 
as a whole. Beyond the unique ability for the site to support DT, there is something 
unique and special about the project site that contains the abundance of flora and fauna 
as described above. Loss of this habitat would result in residual (i.e. unmitigable) effects 
on DT because habitat acquisition of comparable high density DT habitat is not feasible 
and would still result in the loss of this physical site. In addition, there is no evidence 
supporting the belief that other lands can be enhanced to support population densities 
as found on the project site on a long term basis. Evidence exists to support findings 
that the DT population in the area is more tolerant to winter temperature extremes and 
low summer rainfall than populations to the south. This more tolerant population acts as 
genetic reservoir for the region’s population (Murphy et al. 2007). The site is a 
combination of high value habitat, rich soils, and geography, with many DTs. 
 
Construction of the RSPP site would result in the following impacts to DT: 

• Direct loss of 2,002 acres of suitable DT habitat. 

• Loss of DT habitat that supports an unusually high density of DT for the Western 
Mojave 

• Direct loss of at least an estimated 69 DT individuals. Final direct surveys may 
increase the number of DTs within the proposed disturbance area 

• Indirect impacts to DTs by noise or vibrations from the heavy equipment during 
construction 

• Injury or mortality from encounters with workers’ or visitors' pets 

• DT from outside the project disturbance area may also be attracted to the 
construction area by application of water to control dust, placing them at higher risk 
of injury or mortality 

• Increased human activity and vehicle travel would occur from the construction and 
improvement of access roads, which could disturb, injure, or kill individual tortoises. 

• DTs may take shelter under parked vehicles and be killed, injured, or harassed when 
the vehicles are moved 

Desert Tortoise Habitat Connectivity 
The proposed RSPP project site occurs within the DT West Mojave recovery unit; 
four DT sub-populations and areas of critical habitat have been designated as 
DWMAs by the WEMO to the south of the Project site. The closest DT DWMA, the 
Fremont-Kramer DWMA, is approximately seven miles southeast of the proposed 
project site. DT populations within this recovery unit are characterized by localized 
areas of high density surrounded by areas of low density amongst suitable habitat. 
Movements between local populations are important for long-term population viability. 
The proposed RSPP site supports a high density of DT relative to known populations 
nearby, and DT habitat at the project site provides suitable habitat for individual DTs 
from the south. The proposed RSPP project would also contribute to significant losses 
of suitable habitat available for DT dispersal between local populations. Movements to 
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the north and east are somewhat limited by development associated with Ridgecrest 
and movement barriers associated with US 395, and State Routes 14 and 178 
(RSPP 2009).  

Operational Impacts 
Numerous activities take place during the normal operation of the facility that can lower 
the value of the area surrounding the facility for many wildlife species. Normal operating 
actions of the proposed RSPP project will expand the area of impact beyond the 
footprint of the proposed RSPP project site. Potential operational impacts to biological 
resources include increased risk of raven, coyote, and dog predation on DTs and other 
wildlife species, impacts to resident birds and wildlife due to increased levels of traffic, 
potential collisions with structures, behavior modification or reduction of reproductive 
activity or nest abandonment in the proximity of the RSPP site due to increased noise 
and lighting during operation, deterioration of habitat from increased trash that attracts 
additional predators such as ravens, and wildlife interactions with concentrated sunlight. 
Reduced use or abandonment of valuable habitat near the proposed RSPP project will 
have impacts on DTs and MGSs. These impacts are discussed below. 

Avian Predators  

Ravens 
Construction and operation of the proposed RSPP project could provide new sources of 
food, water, and nesting sites for DT predators such as the common raven. Ravens 
depend on human subsistence to expand into areas where they were previously absent 
or in low abundance. Ravens habituate to human activities and are subsidized by food 
and water provided by humans, as well as roosting and nesting resources that are 
introduced or augmented by human encroachment into previously undisturbed desert 
habitats. Common raven populations in some areas of the Mojave Desert increased 
1500 percent from 1968 to 1988 in response to expanding human use of the desert 
(Boarman 2003). Since ravens were scarce in this area prior to 1940, the current level 
of raven predation on juvenile DTs is considered to be an unnatural occurrence (BLM 
1990). 
 
Construction and operation of the proposed RSPP project would provide new 
attractants and subsidies that would result in increases in the raven population, which 
would negatively affect the DT population. The applicant has identified these raven 
attractants and subsidies as follows: potential creation of new perching/roosting/nesting 
sites; water ponding from dust suppression; and increase in trash generation during 
construction and operation that could help support increased raven populations. These 
impacts are discussed below. 

Perching, Roosting, and Nesting Sites  
Most raven predation on DT is thought to take place during the spring, most likely by 
breeding ravens that have been shown to spend most of their time foraging within 1,300 
feet of their nests (Kristan and Boarman 2003). Therefore, RSPP structures such as 
towers, transmission poles and lines, and maintenance buildings that offer new nesting 
and perching substrates may pose increased risk of predation to nearby DT 
populations. Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-13 prescribes the need to 
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formulate a raven monitoring, management, and control plan. The applicant has 
prepared a draft plan for raven monitoring that describes in detail methods to control 
raven populations within and adjacent to the proposed RSPP project site. 

Ponding 
During construction, water would be applied to the graded areas, construction right-of-
way, dirt roads, trenches, spoil piles, and other areas of ground disturbance to minimize 
dust emissions and topsoil erosion. Ponded water has the potential to attract ravens, 
thereby potentially resulting in increased DT predation. As described in staff’s proposed 
Condition of Certification BIO-8, this potential impact would be minimized by using the 
minimal amount of water needed for dust abatement, with a Biological Monitor patrolling 
the construction sites to ensure water does not puddle. The Designated Biologist would 
be responsible to monitor the site during construction to ensure no ponding occurs. 

Food Waste  
Ravens are scavengers that forage at landfills, dumpsters , open garbage drums and 
plastic bags placed on the curb for garbage pickup, and on roadkills. Both the 
construction and operation phases of the proposed RSPP project would result in 
increased use of the area by ravens attracted to the grading activity. Increased waste 
generation in the project area and improper management of waste would attract ravens. 
Ravens are attracted to dumpsters themselves. This potential impact can be minimized 
with implementation of measures described in staff’s proposed Condition of Certification 
BIO-13, which requires that all food-related waste be placed in self-closing containers 
and removed daily from the site, and that food not be left unattended on the site. 

Cumulative/Regional Impacts of Avian Predators 
Construction and operation of the proposed RSPP and subsequent increases in raven 
predation would contribute incrementally to the cumulative significant impacts to the DT 
population. The proposed RSPP project site is already subject to elevated raven 
predation pressure due to effects from adjacent development and any cumulative loss 
of adult or juvenile tortoises due to the further increase of raven subsidies could have a 
long-term effect on the regional DT population by further reducing the recruitment of 
juvenile tortoises into the adult life stages (Boarman 2003). The effects of this shortage 
may not be apparent for years because tortoises do not typically reach sexual maturity 
until approximately 15 to 20 years of age. 
 
The USFWS is developing a comprehensive, regional raven management plan that 
would implement the recommendations in the USFWS Environmental Assessment to 
Implement a Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan Task: Reduce Common Raven Predation 
on the Desert Tortoise (USFWS 2008b). The final raven monitoring and management 
plan for the RSPP site should incorporate recommendations from the USFWS’ 
assessment where applicable. 
 
The USFWS has required other utility-size solar projects in the region to make a 
payment of an in-lieu fee to a third party account set up by the USFWS to support a 
regional raven monitoring plan to offset cumulative impacts on DT due to raven range 
expansion (Blackford 2009). These fees would contribute to a region-wide management 
and monitoring program in the California Desert Conservation Area, Staff’s proposed 
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Condition of Certification BIO-13 specifies that the applicant complete a final Raven 
Management and Monitoring Plan in consultation with staff, CDFG, and USFWS. Staff 
anticipates that the applicant would be able to produce a final raven monitoring and 
management plan that would meet the approval of CDFG, USFWS and staff. The in-lieu 
fee would offset contributions of the project to cumulative impacts associated with 
regional increases in raven numbers, and the project-specific raven management efforts 
proposed by the applicant would reduce impacts to DT from raven predation to less-
than-significant levels. 

Other Predators 
In addition to ravens, dogs have emerged as significant predators of DTs. Dogs may 
range several miles into the desert and have been found digging up and killing DTs 
(USFWS 1994; Evans 2001). Dogs brought to the proposed RSPP project site with 
visitors or workers may harass, injure, or kill DTs, particularly if allowed off leash to 
roam freely in occupied DT habitat. Implementation of staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-6, the worker environmental awareness training, and restrictions on 
pets being brought to the site required of all personnel (Condition of Certification BIO-8) 
would reduce the potential for these impacts to below the level of significance. 

Increased Risk from Roads/Traffic 
Vehicle traffic would increase as a result of proposed RSPP project construction and 
operation. Improvement of existing access roads would allow for greater access to the 
site from the general public, thereby increasing the risk of injuring or killing DT, MGS, 
and other wildlife. Construction of the proposed RSPP project would be completed over 
a period of approximately 28 months, starting in late 2010 and continuing until early 
2013 (SM 2009a, p. 5.8-9). The average would be approximately 405 workers over the 
course of construction (SM 2009a, p. 5.8-11). An estimated peak of 633 workers would 
occur in Month 11. Construction is also forecast to generate an average of 
approximately 100 one-way truck trips per day with a peak of approximately 140 truck 
trips per day. During operations approximately three truck trips per day are expected, 
along with estimated vehicular traffic from 84 workers (SM 2009a, p. 5.13-15). 
 
The potential for increased traffic-related tortoise mortality is greatest along paved roads 
where vehicle frequency and speed is greatest, although tortoises on dirt roads may 
also be affected depending on vehicle frequency, amount of dust, and speed. Census 
data indicate that DT numbers decline as vehicle use increases and that tortoise sign 
increases with increased distance from roads (Nicholson 1978). To minimize the risks of 
increased traffic fatality and other hazards associated with roads at the proposed RSPP 
project site, the applicant has proposed a variety of impact minimization measures 
which staff has added to and incorporated into staff’s proposed Condition of Certification 
BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO-7, and BIO-8. These measures include confining vehicular traffic to 
and from the project site to existing routes of travel, prohibiting cross country vehicle 
and equipment use by workers outside designated work areas, imposing a speed limit 
of 15 miles per hour on routes within DT habitat, and placing exclusionary fencing along 
applicable roads. Staff has also included in Condition of Certification BIO-8 that speed 
bumps be used to control vehicle speed. These measures would be expected to reduce 
impacts to local wildlife from increased traffic to below the level of significance. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES C.2-42 March 2010 



Collisions and Electrocution 
Birds are known to collide with communications towers, transmission lines, and other 
elevated structures. The tallest structures at the plant site would be the air cooling 
system, which would be 120 feet tall. The power block, steam turbine, and other 
structures would be 55 feet or less in height. These structures at the proposed RSPP 
project site would be unlikely to pose a collision risk because they are shorter than 
those typically associated with bird collision events and because bird densities are 
already low in the project area and would be even lower after the solar fields are built 
and no habitat is available to attract birds. 

Large raptors like golden eagles can be electrocuted by transmission lines when a bird’s 
wings simultaneously contact two conductors of different phases, or a conductor and a 
ground. This happens most frequently when a bird attempts to perch on a structure with 
insufficient clearance between these elements. The presence of distribution lines 69 kV 
or less represents more of a danger to raptors than transmission lines greater than 69 
kV, because the spacing between conductors in distribution lines is much less than that 
of transmission lines (APLIC 1996). The proposed transmission lines would be 115-kV. 
To minimize risk of electrocution, the applicant has proposed a “raptor-friendly” 
construction design for the transmission line with conductor wire spacing greater than 
the wingspans of large birds to help prevent electrocution as described in Suggested 
Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 
(APLIC2006). The proposed mitigation addressed in staff’s proposed Conditions of 
Certification BIO-8 and BIO-21 and BIO-22 will reduce the potential for collisions and 
electrocutions. Condition of Certification BIO-21 requires the project owner to complete 
an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP), and Condition of Certification BIO-22 
requires the project owner to obtain a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit or show evidence 
that one is not needed. With the implementation of these conditions of certification, staff 
concludes that the proposed transmission lines would not pose a significant threat to 
birds. 

Power Plant Related Bird Collisions, Incineration, and Blinding 
This project includes reflective mirror-like surfaces that could cause collision fatalities 
and injuries to birds. The effects of this type of solar collector on birds are currently 
unknown. Bird fatalities have been reported at prototype Solar One, a central receiver 
solar power plant that was located near Daggett, California in the Mojave Desert. Solar 
One consisted of a site of approximately 80 acres covered with 1,818 mirrors, or 
heliostats, each of which was approximately 74-square-feet in area. These heliostats 
focused the sun on a centrally located, tower-mounted boiler. When not directed at the 
tower, the heliostats were focused at standby points, which were four small (16 feet in 
diameter) points at a height of 260 feet. These points glowed white when viewed from 
the ground. The temperatures at the standby points varied with the number of heliostats 
and amount of sunshine, but were high enough to burn feathers and incinerate insects. 
Though some birds were incinerated, most of the avian fatalities at the Solar One site 
were from collisions with structures (McCrary, et al. 1986).  

Whether or not there is a similar potential for incinerating and/or blinding of birds at the 
RSPP site is unknown because the technology is different than the site described 
above. The temperatures reached at the proposed RSPP project site are lower than at 
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Solar One but still adequate to boil water for electrical power production. Additionally, 
the question of whether the concentrated sunlight can blind birds has never been 
answered. This could cause either permanent or temporary blindness resulting in 
collisions with structures. Blindness was the apparent primary cause of avian fatalities 
at Solar One. Since the RSPP site will also cause glare from the mirror fields, a similar 
impact to birds may also occur. There is also concern for collisions with the mirrors that 
may appear to a bird as a no-hazard flight area. Birds may fly directly into the mirrors 
not expecting to encounter a hard surface thereby suffering an injury or death. 

Given the lack of research-based data on these impacts for the specific technology 
proposed for the RSPP site, energy commission staff cannot conclusively conclude that 
significant avian collisions or blinding will occur. However, due to potential for significant 
impacts, energy commission staff recommends avian monitoring so that if impacts do 
occur, they can be addressed. Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-15 
requires the applicant to monitor for dead bird for two years after the start of operation, 
and to publish the study results. If significant impacts are occurring, potential mitigation 
options would be considered and recommended if reasonable and feasible. Condition of 
Certification BIO-21 requires the project owner to complete an ABPP. The ABPP would 
establish best management practices to reduce impacts to birds. 

Lighting 
An increase in light and glare at the site would be expected to occur during construction 
and operation of the project. The behavior of many wildlife species would be affected by 
both construction lighting and operations lighting. Many wildlife species avoid lighted 
areas during darkness. The sum of impacts from these avoidance behaviors, including 
impacts to special status species can reach a significant level over the life of the project. 
RSPP operations would require on-site nighttime lighting for safety and security, which 
could disturb nocturnal wildlife. To reduce off-site lighting impacts, lighting at the RSPP 
facility would be restricted to areas required for safety, security, and operation. Exterior 
lights would be hooded, and lights would be directed onsite so that light or glare would 
be minimized. Low-pressure sodium lamps and fixtures of a non-glare type would be 
specified. Switched lighting would be provided for areas where continuous lighting is not 
required for normal operation, safety, or security; this would allow these areas to remain 
un-illuminated (dark) most of the time, thereby minimizing the amount of lighting 
potentially visible off site. Proposed condition of certification VIS-8 describes limits to 
lighting on the site during operation. With implementation of this condition and the 
general conditions included in BIO-8, lighting at the proposed RSPP project site would 
have impacts on wildlife but they would be less than significant. 
 
Lighting may also be required to facilitate nighttime construction activities, which might 
disrupt the activities and affect behavior of nocturnal wildlife. As discussed in the Visual 
Resources section, construction lighting must be consistent with worker safety codes, 
directed toward the center of the construction site, shielded to prevent light from 
straying offsite, and task-specific.  
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With implementation of staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 and the 
conditions supplied by the applicant regarding lighting, construction lighting at the 
proposed RSPP project site would impact wildlife but those impacts would be reduced 
to less than significant.  

Noise 
Sensitive species such as DT, MGS, desert kit fox, American badger, burrowing owls 
and other special status species would be affected by noise during operation. The noise 
levels that can result in behavior changes start at a range from 60 dB(A) to 85 dB(A) 
(Knight and Gutzwiler 1995; Sarigul-Klijn 1997), depending on the study and the 
species. Operational noise, anticipated to be approximately 42 dBA on average, would 
be more consistent and at a much lower level than during construction. The Kern 
County Noise Ordinance limits times that construction can occur, but does not limit 
construction noise levels (SM 2009a). The power plant would operate an average of 
about 10 hours a day, 7 days a week throughout the year. The solar field and power 
generation equipment would be started up each morning after sunrise and insolation 
build-up, and shut down in the evening when insolation drops below the level required 
for generating power. Although plant operations would not create a high level of 
additional noise, it would result in behavioral changes in some wildlife using the area or 
cause some species to avoid the surrounding area. In the case of some resident 
animals, they would be able to habituate to routine noise (as from operation).  

Noise would most likely impact diurnally active species the most, such as DT and MGS. 
Staff concludes that operational noise will not result in significant impacts to biological 
resources.  

Dust  
Disturbance of the soil’s surface caused by operations traffic and other activities such 
as mirror washing may result in increased erosion of the soil. Aeolian transport of dust 
and sand can result in the degradation of soil and vegetation over a widening area (Okin 
et al. 2001). Dust can have deleterious physiological effects on plants and may affect 
their productivity and nutritional qualities. The applicant will implement erosion control 
measures both during operation of the proposed RSPP project. The impacts of 
increased dust and other operation impacts can be minimized with implementation of 
staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-8 (Impact Avoidance and Minimization 
Measures) to less than significant levels.  

Non Native Invasive Species 
It is anticipated that non-native invasive plant species would follow in the wake of 
disturbance along the linear facilities and project boundary, and could further spread 
weeds already present in the project vicinity. The introduction of artificial shading 
caused by the reflectors in an arid environment where light availability was not 
considered a limiting factor would result in changes to the micro-environments under 
these structures favoring weedy ephemerals. Studies conducted in the Sonoran and 
Mojave Deserts have demonstrated that shading resulted in a cooler, moister 
microhabitat below and near structures (Smith 1984, Smith et al. 1987). The shading 
and wind deflection caused by the structures decrease the soil temperature extremes 
and also decrease evaporation from the soil surface. The addition of water due to a 
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regular mirror washing regimen also increases the humidity of the microhabitat around 
the solar structures. This change from the normal arid desert environment does not 
favor the native arid-adapted species and allows the weedy ephemerals to colonize 
(Smith 1984). Smith’s 1984 study also demonstrated that plant biomass had 
substantially increased in and around the solar structures, possibly resulting in an 
increase of rodents and their predators.  

To avoid and minimize the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of new ones, 
an active weed management strategy and control methods must be implemented. The 
applicant has provided a draft Weed Management Plan (SM 2010a) to avoid and 
minimize the adverse effects of noxious weeds. Staff concurs with the 
recommendations in the applicant’s Weed Management Plan, and has incorporated 
them into staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19, (Weed Management Plan). 
The Weed Management Plan will include a discussion of weed eradication and control 
methods, preventative measures to be implemented during operation such as weed 
monitoring and management, weed control in areas where irrigation and mirror washing 
take place, and long-term reporting requirements. Implementation of staff’s proposed 
Condition of Certification BIO-19 would lessen the impact of noxious weeds to less than 
significant levels. 

Biological Resources Table 4 summarizes the potential impacts to special status 
species found within the proposed RSPP site. 
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Biological Resources Table 4 
Summary of Impacts/Mitigation 

Biological Resource Impact/Mitigation 
Desert Tortoise Impacts: Project construction and operation will result in direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts to DT resulting from loss of 2,002 
acres of high value habitat supporting approximately 69 tortoises, 
habitat fragmentation, and risk of fatality of individuals from 
construction equipment, increased traffic and increased predation 
rates. Indirect effects may also occur from project construction and 
operation such as increased traffic mortality, dust control, increased 
lighting, and dust. 
 
Mitigation: Full mitigation for the loss of this high value location for 
DT is not possible. The loss of this high density site will result in 
residual effects even with the acquisition of compensation lands. If 
the site is permitted, the following conditions of certification will help 
reduce impacts but not below a significant level. Implementation of 
Conditions of Certification (COCs) BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7(BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)], BIO-9 
(Desert tortoise translocation plan), BIO-10 (Desert tortoise 
clearance and fencing), BIO-12 (Desert tortoise and Mohave 
ground squirrel compensatory mitigation), BIO-13 (Raven 
monitoring, management, and control plan), and BIO-19 (Weed 
management plan) 

Mohave Ground 
Squirrel 

Impacts: Project construction and operation will result in direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts to MGS resulting from loss of 
2,002 acres of suitable habitat, habitat fragmentation, risk of fatality 
to individuals from construction equipment, increased traffic and 
increased roadkill rates, and the loss of all or portions of the 
connectivity provided by the physical project site.  
 
Mitigation: Full mitigation for the loss of this high value location for 
MGS connectivity between northern and southern MGS populations 
is not possible; no other location provides this function or could be 
enhanced to offset the loss of this function. The loss of this valuable 
connectivity location will result in residual effects even with the 
acquisition of compensation lands. If the site is permitted, the 
following conditions of certification will help reduce impacts but not 
below a significant level. Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker 
Environmental Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 
[Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures (Best Management 
Practices)], BIO-11 (Mohave ground squirrel clearance surveys), 
BIO-12 (Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
mitigation), and BIO-19 (Weed Management Plan) 
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Biological Resource Impact/Mitigation 
Golden Eagle Impacts: Project construction and operation would result in direct 

loss of 2,002 acres of foraging habitat for golden eagles. 
Cumulative impacts include habitat fragmentation, increased traffic, 
and increased human activity reducing the foraging value of the 
RSPP site vicinity.  
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures(Best Management Practices)], BIO-12 
(Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
mitigation), BIO-22 (requires the project owner to complete an 
Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP)), and BIO-23 requires the 
project owner to obtain a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit or show 
evidence that one is not needed. 

Burrowing Owl Impacts: Project construction and operation can result in direct and 
indirect impacts to burrowing owl resulting from loss of 2,002 acres 
of suitable habitat, habitat fragmentation, risk of fatality to 
individuals from construction equipment, increased traffic and 
increased predation rates.  
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures(Best Management Practices)], BIO-12 
(Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
mitigation), BIO-14 (Pre-construction nest surveys and impact 
avoidance measures), BIO-15 (Monitoring Impacts of Technology 
on Birds), BIO-17 (Burrowing owl impact avoidance and 
minimization measures), and BIO-22 (requires the project owner to 
complete an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP)).  

American Badger Impacts: Project construction and operation can result in direct and 
indirect impacts to American badger resulting from loss of 2,002 
acres of suitable habitat, habitat fragmentation, risk of fatality to 
individuals from construction equipment, and increased traffic.  
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures(Best Management Practices)], BIO-12 
(Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
mitigation), and BIO-16 (American badger and desert kit fox impact 
avoidance and minimization measures). 

Desert Kit Fox Impacts: Project construction and operation can result in direct and 
indirect impacts to desert kit fox resulting from loss of 2,002 acres of 
suitable habitat, habitat fragmentation, risk of fatality to individuals 
from construction equipment, increased traffic and increased 
predation rates.  
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)], BIO-12 
(Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
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Biological Resource Impact/Mitigation 
mitigation), and BIO-16 (American badger and desert kit fox impact 
avoidance and minimization measures). 

Bird Species Protected 
by MBTA 

Impacts: Project construction can result in loss of suitable nesting 
and foraging habitat, increased fatality associated with impacts with 
construction equipment, collisions with solar reflectors, and death or 
injury associated with interactions with concentrated solar beams. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COCs BIO-6 (Worker Environmental 
Awareness Training), BIO-7 (BRMIMP), BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)], BIO-12 
(Desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel compensatory 
mitigation), BIO-14 (Pre-construction nest surveys and impact 
avoidance measures), BIO-15 (Monitoring Impacts of Technology 
on Birds), and BIO-22 (requires the project owner to complete an 
Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP)). 

Dust related to project 
construction and 
operation 

Impacts: Increased dust emissions during project construction may 
negatively impact surrounding vegetation and therefore reduce 
habitat values for local wildlife species. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COC BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)]. 

Noise related to project 
construction and 
operation 

Impacts: Increased noise during project construction and operation 
can interfere with vocalizations and other social interactions of local 
wildlife. Increased noise will cause avoidance of areas adjacent to 
the project or abandonment of active nests, burrows or defended 
territories. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of applicant’s noise best management 
practices. 

State Waters Impacts: The exact extent of project-related impacts to state waters 
is currently unknown. However, impacts to state waters are 
expected from implementation of the project. 
 
Mitigation: Implementation of COC BIO-18 (Lake and streambed 
impact minimization and compensation measures), if necessary. 

DECOMMISSIONING 
In the future, the proposed RSPP project site would experience either a planned closure 
or could experience an unexpected (either temporary or permanent) closure. Temporary 
closure may be a result of necessary maintenance, hazardous weather conditions, or 
damage due to a natural disaster. Permanent closure would be a result of damage that 
is beyond repair, adverse economic conditions, project technology becoming obsolete, 
or other significant reasons. A Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan must be 
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prepared and approved by BLM and the Energy Commission. When facility closure 
occurs, it must comply with that Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan. 
 
The process of decommissioning the proposed RSPP project site could potentially 
impact biological resources in the area. The proposed RSPP site itself would 
presumably have little or no value for biological resources at the time of 
decommissioning. All significant vegetation would have been removed during 
construction and maintained relatively free of vegetation during operation of the RSPP. 
However, potential impacts could occur to native habitats and species that occur in 
close proximity to the proposed RSPP project site.  
 
Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification COMPLIANCE-11 requires the Applicant to 
develop a Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan and cost estimate that meets the 
requirements of BLM’s 43 CFR 3809.550 et seq. Staff acknowledges the uncertainty in 
planning for conditions 30 to 50 years in the future, but the Decommissioning and 
Reclamation Plan cannot defer establishing reasonable performance standards and 
goals until that time. The plan must explicitly state that the goals of reclamation include 
restoration of the site’s topography and hydrology to a relatively natural condition and 
restoration of native plant communities. The plan must also provide guidelines for 
developing milestones and specific, quantitative success criteria for parameters such as 
native plant density and diversity and percent cover for weeds, thresholds that would 
trigger remedial actions, and information about what those remedial actions would be. 
The plan should also provide an approximate outline and schedule for monitoring the 
success of the reclamation effort. Staff recommends that the reclamation plan establish 
at least a 10-year monitoring period to achieve revegetation success criteria because of 
the slow pace of restoration in a desert environment. 

C.2.4.3 MITIGATION UNDER CEQA 
The practice of land acquisition and enhancement, translocation of DT or MGS, highway 
fencing, raven management and even DT breeding as means to offset the loss of 
habitat and individual DT and MGS would not be effective mitigation under CEQA in this 
specific project.  

The proposed site’s high value habitat and tortoise concentration will not be possible to 
replace through CEQA required mitigation because the impact is not merely a question 
of numbers, but the loss of this particular unique site and its characteristics that allow it 
to support such a high density of DT and provide connectivity for MGS. Adding DT to 
the region from elsewhere or somehow accelerating their rate of reproduction does not 
fully mitigate the significant impacts associated with the development of this unique area 
of land. Most translocated tortoises leave the release site (Kristin Berry, Personal 
Communication) and acquiring mitigation land elsewhere will not create the same 
density of DT as on the proposed site and such density is critical in supporting long term 
populations in the Ridgecrest area. Likewise, another piece of land will not replace the 
lost connectivity for MGS. 

The applicant has recommended impact avoidance and minimization measures to 
reduce construction impacts to DT, including installation of exclusion fencing to keep DT 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES C.2-50 March 2010 



out of construction areas, reducing construction traffic, speed limits, and fencing roads 
to reduce the incidence of road kills, worker training programs, translocation, and other 
measures.  
 
In the event the Commission approves the project, staff believes such measures should 
be used as a means to lessen impacts. Staff has incorporated these recommendations 
into conditions of certification. These include staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification 
BIO-1 throughBIO-8 which apply to protection of DTs and other biological resources in 
and near the proposed RSPP site. Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-10 
would involve installation of security and DT exclusionary fencing around the entire 
project site. Implementation of staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-9 and 
BIO-10 could result in direct effects to DTs such as fatality, injury, or harassment of DTs 
due to equipment operation during fence construction, fence installation activities, 
removal of tortoise burrows, and tortoise relocation or translocation. Installation of 
exclusionary fencing at the perimeter of the project area would also fragment habitat for 
DT and home ranges of individual tortoises. At other developments, exclusionary 
fencing has experienced numerous problems such as breaches, wash outs, tortoises 
returning to home sites, and getting through breaks in the fence or open gates. 
 
Translocation is not considered mitigation but salvage because of the high mortality rate 
associated with moving DTs off of their home range. Capturing, handling, and 
relocating/translocating DTs from the proposed site after the installation of the fencing 
could result in harassment and possibly death or injury. Tortoises may die or become 
injured by capture and relocation if these methods are performed improperly, 
particularly during extreme temperatures, or if they void their bladders. Averill-Murray 
(2001) determined that tortoises that voided their bladders during handling had 
significantly lower overall survival rates (0.81-0.88) than those that did not void (0.96). In 
addition, if DTs are handled by biologists without the use of appropriate protective 
measures, pathogens may be spread among the translocated tortoises or resident 
tortoises on the translocation site. For those tortoise near but not within the RSPP site, 
removal of habitat within a tortoise’s home range or segregating individuals from their 
home range with a fence would likely result in displacement stress that could result in 
loss of health, exposure, increased risk of predation, increased intra-specific 
competition, and death. Fatality for translocated DTs has been estimated at 
approximately 44 percent over a 21-month period for one part of the Fort Irwin 
translocation project (Kristin Berry, personal communication). Based on data from 
several translocation studies, some tortoises moved outside their home ranges will 
attempt to return to their original home sites, thus exposing them to adverse effects 
associated with project construction and predation. 
  
The CDFG expressed concerns about impacts to resident tortoises that may engage in 
“fence-walking” to try to pass through the fence. Fence-walking typically occurs when a 
tortoise is moved out of its home range or a fence is placed within or across its home 
range. While there have not been any quantitative scientific studies of this behavior, it 
has been observed with captive tortoises with the Fort Irwin relocation, during the 
Hyundai test track translocation activities, and by researchers associated with the Ft. 
Irwin project. Such behavior would result in increased exposure to predation and 
increased levels of stress.  
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Compensatory Mitigation 
Many of California’s wildlife populations are declining because the state has developed 
thousands of square miles of natural communities and associated wildlife during the last 
two centuries. Energy development projects along with other types of development 
contribute to these declines.  
 
If impacts cannot be avoided, then compensatory mitigation is needed for projects that 
contribute directly, indirectly and/or cumulatively to the incremental degradation and 
decline of the state’s natural communities and wildlife populations. Other large-scale 
energy projects in California are subject to a rigorous environmental review and 
approval process, and generally include compensatory mitigation requirements to offset 
impacts to biological resources. The compensatory mitigation approach recommended 
in this document is consistent with that of other utility-scale energy developments. Staff 
believes that compensatory mitigation along with the other conditions of certification will 
satisfactorily mitigate many of the RSPP project impacts, however, on this project, 
compensatory mitigation will not fully mitigate the loss of MGS connectivity nor the loss 
of a high value DT location. The unique characteristics and geographic location of this 
site makes it irreplaceable.  

Compensatory Mitigation: A Standard Tool to Offset Wildlife Impacts 
The Energy Commission and other resource agencies commonly use compensatory 
mitigation as a tool to offset the project-related and/or cumulative loss of biological 
resource values from impacts that could not be avoided or minimized. Compensatory 
mitigation is the key element of federal Habitat Conservation Plans and California 
Natural Community Conservation Plans. The intent of the compensatory mitigation 
approach proposed here is to offset losses of biological resource values with land 
acquisitions, conservation easements, and opportunistic management of those lands to 
enhance biological resource values.  
 
Compensatory mitigation does not replace avoidance, minimization, or other types of 
mitigation measures but works in concert with them, and is used when minimization and 
avoidance measures are inadequate to avoid indirect, direct, and/or cumulative 
biological resource impacts.  

Objective of Compensatory Mitigation 
The objective of compensatory mitigation is to offset to the extent practicable the 
anticipated take, displacement effects, and habitat loss by providing compensatory 
mitigation lands with some biologically relevant nexus to the impact. The mitigation 
lands should maintain the number and the range of the impacted species by creating 
new functional habitat, enhancing or restoring existing functional habitat, and/or 
initiating management actions in habitats to increase function (carrying capacity) and 
reduce/control adverse conditions (exotics, nest predators). 
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The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) requires that projects “fully mitigate” all 
impacts on the protected species: 

The applicant will minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of the take 
authorized under the permit. The measures required to meet this 
obligation shall be roughly proportional in extent to the impact of the 
authorized taking on the species. Where various measures are available 
to meet this obligation, the measures required shall maintain the 
applicant's objectives to the greatest extent possible. All required 
measures shall be capable of successful implementation. For purposes 
of this section only, impacts of taking include all impacts on the species 
that result from any act that would cause the proposed taking (14 CCR 
§ 783.4). 

These CESA requirements can be achieved by implementing the following: 

• The conservation of large, contiguous habitat areas; 

• The conservation of essential habitat (nest trees, breeding areas, wintering/roost 
areas, foraging habitat, migratory rest areas); 

• The conservation and restoration of habitat connectivity corridors including migratory 
flyways, decreasing habitat fragmentation and maximizing species distribution 
across its range; 

• The conservation of population structures and genetics; and 

• The management of lands to enhance resources for target species. 

Compensation Methodology, Management & Funding Compensation Mechanism 
Staff and CDFG agree that compensatory mitigation at a 5:1 ratio is appropriate for 
RSPP impacts. However, some differences remain between the federal and state 
approach to compensatory mitigation that currently preclude a complete integration of 
compensatory mitigation requirements. For example, the BLM’s CDCA Plan requires a 
5:1 compensation ratio for the southern portion of the RSPP site south of Brown Road, 
and a 1:1 ratio for the northern portion, north of Brown Road. Another difference is the 
state requirement for permanent protection of acquired mitigation lands. Energy 
Commission staff and CDFG require that mitigation lands acquired for endangered 
species be maintained and protected in perpetuity for the benefit of those species. The 
BLM cannot always make the same commitment to protecting acquired mitigation lands 
because their multiple use mandate restricts their ability to designate lands solely for 
conservation purposes and to exclude potentially incompatible development and 
activities.  

The details of the compensatory mitigation for the RSPP have not been agreed to and 
will be worked out by early summer of 2010. Some type of satisfactory distribution of 
compensation lands between CDFG and BLM is anticipated. 

Management and Monitoring 
Management and monitoring of the compensatory mitigation land is critical to achieving 
full mitigation. The management and monitoring should include measurable 

March 2010 C.2-53 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 



performance standards/success criteria. In addition, adaptive management/contingency 
plans are needed to address reasonably foreseeable potential changes in site 
conditions or failure to meet success criteria. The applicant or the approved land 
management organization will prepare a management plan for the compensatory 
parcel(s) and it must be approved by Energy Commission staff, CDFG, BLM, and 
USFWS (see Condition of Certification BIO-12 for details). Finally, an annual report 
made to the involved agencies is essential to inform the staff’s of the Energy 
Commission, BLM, USFWS, and CDFG, as to the success of the compensatory 
mitigation and whether management changes are needed.  

Funding 
Compensatory mitigation requires assurances of funding sufficient to cover habitat 
acquisition, restoration costs, long-term (in perpetuity) management costs, and all 
monitoring and reporting associated with implementing a management plan, including 
funds to cover contingency actions needed due to failure to meet performance 
standards. This funding would be calculated in a manner that ensures the adequate 
funding of land and species monitoring and maintenance requirements in perpetuity. 
The Property Analysis Record (PAR) is a commonly used and accepted software tool 
developed by the Center for Natural Lands Management (2008) to help land managers 
calculate endowment amounts for specific projects. Generally, staff and the CDFG will 
require security (a letter of credit or alternative mechanism that can be released as 
components of mitigation are achieved unless the mitigation is secured in advance of 
project impacts), funds for enhancement of off-site compensatory habitat, and a non-
wasting permanent endowment of an amount sufficient that the average annual interest 
funds management activities. In some cases, permit conditions for low impact projects 
with no impacts to listed species can be sufficient for enforcing performance standards 
and requiring compliance without requiring additional financial assurances. Use of 
mitigation banks requires either security that will be released upon proof of purchase of 
credits or purchase of credits prior to impacts. The BLM and USFWS have guidance 
and requirements that will also apply. 
 
The various costs of compensatory mitigation have not yet been determined for the 
RSPP.  

Ridgecrest Solar Power Plant Compensatory Mitigation 
Compensatory mitigation for primarily DT and MGS, but also for other special status 
species, typically involves balancing the acreage of habitat loss with acquisition of lands 
that would be initially improved, protected and maintained to support healthy 
populations of the impacted species. The compensation is achieved by improving the 
carrying capacity of the acquired acreage (for example, by habitat restoration, fencing, 
road closures) so that more DT and MGS will survive and reproduce on these lands, 
thus offsetting, over time, the decrease in numbers of these species resulting from the 
RSPP caused losses.  

To fully offset impacts, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) requires a full 
mitigation finding. On past energy projects considered by the Energy Commission, staff 
and the CDFG has required a 3:1 to 5:1 habitat compensation ratio to meet the 
California Endangered Species Act full mitigation standard for habitat such as that found 
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at the RSPP project site. CDFG has required 5:1 on numerous other projects. The 
higher ratio reflects projects that would result in impacts to multiple listed species and 
the limits to increases in carrying capacity that can be achieved on the acquired lands, 
even with implementation of all possible protection and enhancement measures.  

Energy Commission staff proposes compensation at a 5:1 ratio for the impacts of the 
RSPP. This compensation ratio is consistent with past Energy Commission projects and 
with Incidental Take Permits (ITPs) issued by CDFG in the region. BLM requires that 
the southern portion of the site which is within the MGS Conservation Area, be 
compensated at a ratio of 5:1 and the northern half which is not in the MGS 
Conservation Area to be compensated at a 1:1 ratio. Staff recommends a 5:1 
compensation ratio for the entire proposed RSPP site since biologically the southern 
and northern portions of the site are equally valuable. Using a 5:1 ratio means 10,010 
acres would need to be acquired for mitigation of impacts to 2,002 acres of habitat. 

The compensation lands must support both DT and MGS. If both species were not 
present within the compensation lands, then additional compensation acreage would 
likely be required to ensure suitable habitat conservation is available for both MGS and 
DT.  

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

Five alternatives, including the current proposed project, were analyzed for the 
proposed RSPP project alternatives analysis. These include the Northern Unit Only 
Alternative, the Southern Unit Only Alternative, the Original Proposed Project 
Alternative and three no project alternatives. The analysis of No Project Alternatives 
finds no significant impacts to listed DT or MGS. All alternatives that impact habitat at 
any portion of the proposed RSPP project site are found to result in significant impacts 
that cannot be fully mitigated because this physical location is irreplaceable as 
previously discussed above.  
 
Staff has found the proposed RSPP project location very important for MGS connectivity 
and does not believe impacts to the site can be fully mitigated. In this case it is the 
location, the physical site with its habitat and location relative to known populations of 
MGS that cannot be mitigated. No other location can provide a viable long-term linkage 
between the Little Dixie Wash and Olancha core MGS populations and MGS 
populations to the south and east of the RSPP site. Similarly, the site supports a high-
density population of DT relative to other populations in the Western Mojave and is 
irreplaceable. The proposed RSPP area has a relatively high density of DT and is 
surrounded by areas with low DT densities. In the case of DT it is also a geographic 
location with diverse vegetation, rich soils and an estimated 69 DTs on site. The site 
cannot be fully mitigated for DT impacts because the habitat qualities that support the 
high density of DT are not available on mitigation lands. Therefore, staff finds that the 
current proposed project, the original proposed project, the northern unit alternative, and 
the southern unit alternative still contain residual effects pertaining to loss of DT density 
and MGS connectivity because the site characteristics that support these factors on the 
proposed RSPP site cannot be duplicated through the acquisition of compensation 
lands at any compensation ratio. 
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Although staff finds the proposed RSPP project to have significant impacts that cannot 
be fully mitigated, mitigation measures have been developed to reduce impacts not 
related to loss of high-density DT habitat or MGS movement corridors. The analysis 
below discusses potential impacts to biological resources associated with each 
proposed alternative. 

C.2.5 ALTERNATIVE 1-NORTHERN SOLAR UNIT ONLY 

The Northern Solar Unit Only Alternative would eliminate the southern solar unit as part 
of the proposed project. This alternative would reduce the area proposed for 
development from 2,002 acres to 1,134.3 acres (43 percent reduction in project area), 
and reduce the generation capacity of the project from 250 MW under the proposed 
project to 146 MW (42 percent of the proposed generation capacity). This alternative 
would be composed of a 1,118-acre power block and a water pipeline impacting 16.3 
acres for a total of 1,134 acres of impact. This alternative would avoid a majority of 
direct impacts to El Paso Wash. This alternative would avoid direct impacts to the 
designated Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area south of Brown Road. This 
alternative would cause significant impacts to MGSs and DTs due to development of a 
portion of the physical site that has physical characteristics as described previously that 
cannot be fully mitigated. 

C.2.5.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS. This alternative would be located 
entirely north of Brown Road. As with the current proposed project, the entire northern 
field contains 1,134 acres of suitable habitat for DT, MGS, WBO, desert kit fox, and 
American badger. 

C.2.5.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
The Northern Unit Only Alternative would impact 1,134.3 acres of Mojave creosote bush 
scrub and desert wash scrub habitat. Compensatory mitigation for impacts DT, MGS, 
and waters of the state resulting from this alternative would be reduced to correspond to 
the reduced impact acreage. As with the proposed project, the Northern Unit Only 
Alternative would result in a loss of high value habitat for DT, MGS, and other special 
status species. The loss of the high-density DT habitat and connectivity for MGS are 
impacts that cannot be fully mitigated with the acquisition of compensation lands. The 
reduced level of development associated with the northern unit only alternative may 
reduce the severity of the loss of MGS connectivity. However, any development in the 
vicinity of the proposed RSPP site is likely to have severe impacts to MGS connectivity 
because the existing suitable movement corridor is already narrow (2.5 miles). 
Therefore, these impacts would result in a residual effect for this alternative even after 
the acquisition of mitigation lands. Specific mitigation measures for impacts that may 
occur during construction would be the same as those for the proposed project and 
include: staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures(Best Management Practices)], BIO-10 (Desert Tortoise 
Clearance Surveys), BIO-12 (Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat 
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Compensatory Mitigation), BIO-16 (American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Clearance 
Surveys, Relocation/Translocation, and Monitoring), and BIO-19 (Weed Management 
Plan). 

Under this alternative, direct impacts to El Paso Wash would be generally avoided. 
Smaller washes would be directly impacted. The extent of this impact is currently 
unknown pending completion of the revised delineation of waters of the state. Project 
construction and facility operation would result in indirect impacts to El Paso Wash and 
remaining washes due to construction noise, facility operation noise, and facility lighting. 
Mitigation for these potential indirect impacts would be the same as the proposed 
project and would include staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 [(Impact 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)] and BIO-18 
(Lake or Streambed Impact Minimization and Compensation Measures). 

Although the Northern Unit Only Alternative would result in impacts to less American 
badger and desert kit fox habitat as compared to the proposed project, direct impacts to 
these species such as substantial loss and fragmentation of habitat would still occur. In 
addition, crushing or entombing of these animals during construction and facility 
operation could potentially occur. Mitigation for these impacts would be the same as 
that proposed under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-16 [American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Clearance Survey, 
Relocation/Translocation Plan, and Long Term Monitoring]).  
 
The extent of habitat loss for WBO, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s 
thrasher, and other special status birds under this alternative would be reduced as 
compared to the proposed project. Potential loss of nests, eggs, or young during 
construction and operation of the facility could potentially occur. In addition, loss of 
breeding and foraging habitat for these species would occur. Local and migratory bird 
species may be potentially injured or killed from collisions with project structures, or 
injured or killed from interactions with concentrated sun light produced by the facility. 
Mitigation for these impacts would be the same as those proposed under the proposed 
project, (i.e., staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-14 (Pre-construction Nest 
Surveys) would avoid these potentially significant impacts to nesting birds. It is unknown 
if birds will collide with the facility mirrors or experience retina burn (blinding) or be 
incinerated by flying through the concentrated sun light. In order to understand this 
potential impact, Condition of Certification BIO-15 (Monitoring Impacts of Technology on 
Birds) has been included as a condition of certification. This condition would require 
monitoring for these impacts to birds. Potential impacts to WBOs would be mitigated by 
Condition of Certification BIO-17 (Burrowing Owl Impact Avoidance, Clearance 
Surveys, Relocation/Translocation Plan, and Long-term Monitoring Plan). To further 
reduce impacts, Condition of Certification BIO-22 requires an Avian and Bat Protection 
Plan, and Condition of Certification BIO-23 requires a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit or 
show evidence that one is not needed. 

Several special status plant species have the potential to occur within the project area, 
although none were observed during spring surveys in 2009. This alternative could 
potentially result in direct or indirect impacts to special status plant species from 
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construction and fragmentation of habitat. Mitigation for these potential impacts would 
be similar to those proposed under staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-19 
(Weed Management Plan).  

The impacts from roads and traffic to local wildlife would be similar with the decrease in 
the size of the solar field although the construction and operation traffic may be slightly 
reduced because of the smaller construction area and smaller operation that may 
require fewer permanent employees. Mitigation for impacts would be the same as 
mitigation under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Condition of Certification 
BIO-8 [Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures (Best Management Practices)]. 

C.2.5.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE  
Staff considers project compliance with LORS and staff’s proposed conditions of 
certification for the proposed project to be insufficient to mitigate the significant impacts 
to biological resources of the Northern Field Only alternative to less than significant 
levels under CEQA or fully mitigate the impacts to MGS and DT as required by CESA. 
This alternative would cause unmitigated significant impacts to MGSs and DTs due to 
loss of a portion of the physical site even after acquisition of compensation lands. The 
development of this particular location would result in residual effects as described 
previously.  

C.2.6 ALTERNATIVE 2-SOUTHERN UNIT ONLY 

The Southern Unit Only Alternative would eliminate the northern solar unit as part of the 
proposed project. This alternative would reduce the area proposed for development 
from 2,002 acres to 908 acres, and reduce the generation capacity of the project from 
250 MW under the proposed project to 104 MW (42 percent of the proposed generation 
capacity). This alternative would avoid a majority of direct impacts to El Paso Wash. 
This alternative would cause significant impacts to MGSs and DTs due to development 
of a portion of the RSPP site. This alternative would cause significant unmitigable 
impacts to MGSs and DTs due to development of a site that has physical characteristics 
that cannot be fully mitigated as described previously. 

C.2.6.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS. This alternative would be located 
entirely south of Brown Road. As with the current proposed project, the entire southern 
field contains 908 acres of suitable habitat for DT, MGS, WBO, desert kit fox, and 
American badger. 

C.2.6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
The Southern Unit Only Alternative would impact 908 acres of Mojave creosote bush 
scrub and desert wash scrub habitat. The Southern Unit Only Alternative would result in 
a loss of high value habitat for DT, MGS, and other special status species. There were 
fewer recorded observations of DT on the southern unit during focused surveys. This 
and the reduced amount of development may reduce the overall impact to the local DT 
population. However, it is likely that DT in the project vicinity utilize the entire area on 
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both sides of the road for foraging and burrowing as part of their home range and the 
loss of the southern field would likely impact DTs to the north of Brown Road. The 
reduced level of development may reduce the severity of the loss of MGS connectivity. 
However, any development in the vicinity of the proposed RSPP site is likely to have 
severe impacts to MGS connectivity because the existing suitable movement corridor is 
already narrow (2.5 miles). These impacts would likely result in a residual effect for this 
alternative even after the acquisition of mitigation lands. Specific mitigation measures 
for impacts that may occur during construction would be the same as those for the 
proposed project and include: staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 [(Impact 
Avoidance and Minimization Measures(Best Management Practices)], BIO-10 (Desert 
Tortoise Clearance Surveys), BIO-12 (Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Habitat Compensatory Mitigation), BIO-16 (American Badger and Desert Kit Fox 
Clearance Surveys, Relocation/Translocation, and Monitoring), and BIO-19 (Weed 
Management Plan). 

Under this alternative, direct impacts to El Paso Wash would generally be avoided. 
Smaller washes would be directly impacted. The extent of this impact is currently 
unknown pending completion of the revised delineation of waters of the state. Indirect 
impacts to washes would result in reduced capacity of the washes to function due to 
construction noise, facility operation noise, and facility lighting. Mitigation for these 
potential indirect impacts would be the same as the proposed project and would include 
staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 and BIO-18.  
 
Although the Southern Unit Only Alternative would result in impacts to fewer acres of 
American badger and desert kit fox habitat as compared to the proposed project, direct 
impacts to these species such as substantial loss and fragmentation of habitat would 
still occur. In addition, crushing or entombing of these animals during construction and 
facility operation could potentially occur. Mitigation for these impacts would be the same 
as that proposed under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-16.  
 
The acres impacted for WBO, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, 
and other special status birds under this alternative would be reduced as compared to 
the proposed project. The loss of nests, eggs, or young during construction and 
operation of the facility could potentially occur. In addition, loss of breeding and foraging 
habitat for these species would occur. Local and migratory bird species may be 
potentially injured or killed from collisions with project structures, or injured or killed from 
interactions with concentrated sunlight produced by the facility. Mitigation for these 
impacts would be the same as those proposed under the proposed project, (i.e., staff’s 
proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-14 would avoid these potentially significant 
impacts to nesting birds. It is likely that birds will collide with the facility mirrors or 
experience retina burn (blinding) or incineration by flying through the concentrated sun 
light. In order to understand this potential impact, BIO-15 has been included as a 
condition of certification. This condition would require monitoring for these impacts to 
birds. Potential impacts to WBOs would be further mitigated by Condition of Certification 
BIO-17. To further reduce impacts, Condition of Certification BIO-22 requires an Avian 
and Bat Protection Plan, and Condition of Certification BIO-23 requires a Federal Eagle 
Act Take Permit or show evidence that one is not needed. 
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Several special status plant species have the potential to occur within the project area, 
although none were observed within the project area. This alternative could potentially 
result in direct or indirect impacts to special-status plant species from construction and 
fragmentation of habitat. Mitigation for these potential impacts would be similar to those 
proposed under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification 
BIO-19.  

The impacts from roads and traffic to local wildlife would be similar and maybe slightly 
reduced with the decrease in the size of the solar field. Mitigation for impacts would be 
the same as mitigation under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Condition of 
Certification BIO-8. 

C.2.6.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE  
Staff considers project compliance with LORS and staff’s proposed conditions of 
certification for the proposed project to be insufficient to fully mitigate the significant 
impacts to biological resources of the Southern Field Only alternative to less than 
significant levels under CEQA or fully mitigate the impacts to MGS and DT as required 
by CESA. This alternative would cause significant impacts to MGSs and DTs due to 
loss of a portion of the physical site. The loss of this high value location is irreplaceable.  

C.2.7 ALTERNATIVE 3-ORIGINAL PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Original Proposed Project Alternative would directly impact 1,794 acres of habitat. 
This alternative would also directly impact El Paso Wash and its associated ephemeral 
drainages by rerouting the wash around the development area. This alternative would 
result in a slight reduction of the impact acreage (from 2,002 acres for the current 
proposed project to 1,794 acres). The generation capacity of the Original Proposed 
Project Alternative would remain at 250 MW. This alternative would cause significant 
unmitigable impacts to MGSs and DTs due to development of a site that has physical 
characteristics that cannot be fully mitigated as described previously. This alternative 
would also have the additional impacts resulting from the rerouting of El Paso Wash.  

C.2.7.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS for the current proposed project. 

C.2.7.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would impact 1,794 acres of Mojave creosote 
bush scrub and Mojave Desert wash scrub habitat. Mojave Desert wash scrub habitat is 
a unique vegetation community. The Original Proposed Project Alternative would result 
in a loss of high value habitat for DT, MGS, and other special status species. These 
impacts would result in residual effects for this alternative even after the acquisition of 
mitigation lands. The impact to MGS connectivity would be the most severe under this 
alternative because of the impact to El Paso Wash. Specific mitigation measures for 
impacts that may occur during construction would be the same as those for the 
proposed project and include: staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8, 
BIO-10, BIO-12, BIO-16, and BIO-19. 
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Under this alternative, direct impacts to El Paso Wash and its associated washes would 
occur. The vegetation community within El Paso Wash (Mojave Desert wash scrub) is a 
unique community that is relatively rare in the western Mojave Desert. Impacts to these 
areas cannot be fully mitigated because of the relative rarity of this community. The 
importance of the physical location to MGSs and DTs, and the difficulty of re-creating 
the hydrology on which the community depends would make full mitigation impossible. 
In addition, project construction and facility operation under this alternative would result 
in indirect impacts to the adjacent habitat resulting in reduced value as habitat. 
Mitigation for these potential indirect impacts would be the same as the proposed 
project and would include staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 and BIO-18. 

Although the Original Proposed Project Alternative would impact fewer acres of 
American badger and desert kit fox habitat, direct impacts to these species such as 
substantial loss and fragmentation of habitat would still occur. In addition, crushing or 
entombing of these animals during construction and facility operation could potentially 
occur. Mitigation for these impacts would be the same as that proposed under the 
proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-16.  
 
Fewer acres of habitat for WBO, golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, 
and other special status birds would be impacted under this alternative. Potential loss of 
nests, eggs, or young during construction and operation of the facility could potentially 
occur. In addition, loss of breeding and foraging habitat for these species would occur. 
Local and migratory bird species may be potentially injured or killed from collisions with 
project structures, or injured or killed from interactions with concentrated sunlight 
produced by the facility. Mitigation for these impacts would be the same as those 
proposed under the proposed project, (i.e., staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification 
BIO-14 would avoid these potentially significant impacts to nesting birds. It is unknown if 
birds will collide with the facility mirrors or experience retina burn (blinding) or 
incineration by flying through the concentrated sun light. In order to understand this 
potential impact, BIO-15 has been included as a condition of certification. This condition 
would require monitoring these impacts to birds for two years. Potential impacts to 
WBOs would be further mitigated by Condition of Certification BIO-17. To further reduce 
impacts, Condition of Certification BIO-21 (requires an Avian and Bat Protection Plan), 
and Condition of Certification BIO-22requires a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit or show 
evidence that one is not needed. 
 
Several special status plant species have the potential to occur within the project area, 
although none were observed within the project area during the 2009 surveys. This 
alternative could potentially result in direct or indirect impacts to special status plant 
species from construction and fragmentation of habitat. Mitigation for these potential 
impacts would be similar to those proposed under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s 
proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-19.  

The impacts from roads and traffic to local wildlife from this alternative would be 
essentially the same as compared with the proposed project. Mitigation for impacts 
would be the same as mitigation under the proposed project (i.e., staff’s proposed 
Condition of Certification BIO-8. 
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C.2.7.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE  
Staff considers project compliance with LORS and staff’s proposed conditions of 
certification for the proposed project to be insufficient to mitigate the significant impacts 
to biological resources of the Original Proposed Project alternative to levels of less than 
significant, or fully mitigate the impacts to MGS connectivity and high-density DT habitat 
as required by CESA. This alternative would cause significant impacts to MGSs and 
DTs due to loss of a portion of the physical site. The development of this particular 
location would result in residual effects as described previously. This alternative also 
has an increased degree of impact to waters of the state because of the proposed 
rerouting of El Paso Wash associated with this alternative. 

C.2.8 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

There are three No Project/No Action Alternatives evaluated in this section. 

C.2.8.1 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #1:  

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project application and on 
CDCA land use plan amendment 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM. The BLM would not amend the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. As a result, no solar energy project 
would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the site 
consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, 
as amended. Any future proposed projects would require preparation of an EIS. 
Proposed energy projects subject to the California Energy Commission’s jurisdiction 
would also require preparation of a new staff assessment. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project 
approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to 
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or 
operated on the site and no new ground disturbance. As a result, none of the impacts to 
biological resources from construction or operation of the proposed project would occur. 
No impacts to special status plants and wildlife species would occur and no impacts to 
desert habitat would occur. However, the land on which the project is proposed would 
become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, including 
another solar project with the requisite land use plan amendment. In the absence of this 
project other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal 
mandates, and those projects may have similar impacts in other locations or they may 
have much reduced impacts. Development at other locations would not directly affect 
the linkage connecting the Little Dixie Wash and Olancha core MGS population to 
populations south and east of the site, or the high-density DT population center found 
on the project site.  

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS. 
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ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
With the No Action Alternative, the impacts of the proposed project to biological 
resources, including DT, MGS and other special status species would not occur. The No 
Action Alternative would not cause any significant impacts to biological resources so no 
mitigation would be required. It would be possible for other projects to be permitted on 
the site. A similar environmental review would be required for any future proposed 
projects. 

C.2.8.2 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #2:  

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project and amend the CDCA 
land use plan to make the area available for future solar development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and BLM would amend the CDCA Land 
Use Plan of 1980 to allow for development of other solar projects on the site. As a 
result, it is possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the project 
site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be 
developed with the same or a different solar technology. Any future proposed projects 
would require preparation of an EIS. Proposed energy projects subject to the California 
Energy Commission’s jurisdiction would also require preparation of a new staff 
assessment. 

SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS. 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
Same as No Project- No Action Alt #1 

C.2.8.3 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #3:  

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project application and amend 
the CDCA land use plan to make the area unavailable for future solar 
development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and the BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unsuitable for future solar development. As a result, 
prior to future use for solar development, a land use plan amendment and a new EIS 
would need to be written and the site declared as suitable for solar development. 
Otherwise, BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. Any future proposed 
projects would require preparation of an EIS. Proposed energy projects subject to the 
California Energy Commission’s jurisdiction would also require preparation of a new 
staff assessment. 
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SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The general setting and existing conditions would remain as described in section 
C.2.8.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS. 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  
Same as No Project- No Action Alt #1 

Biological Resources Table 5 
Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 Proposed 
Project 

(250 MW) 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 
Southern Unit 

(104 MW) 

Original 
Proposed Project 

(250 MW) 
No 

Action* 

Impact to 
desert tortoise 
habitat 

Development of 
2,002 acres of 
high value habitat 
for desert 
tortoise, 
considered 
irreplaceable. 
This would be a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

Development of 
1,134 acres of 
high value 
habitat for 
desert tortoise, 
considered 
irreplaceable. 
This would be a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

Development of 
908 acres of 
high value 
habitat for 
desert tortoise, 
considered 
irreplaceable. 
This would be a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

Development of 
1,794 acres of high 
value habitat for 
desert tortoise, 
considered 
irreplaceable. This 
would be a residual 
effect of this 
alternative. 

No loss of 
desert 
tortoise 
habitat. 

Impact to 
Mohave 
ground 
squirrel 
habitat 

Development of 
2,002 acres of 
MGS habitat. 
Impact to # of 
MGS individuals 
unknown 
because MGS 
population 
density on the 
site has not been 
estimated. 

Development of 
1,134 acres of 
MGS habitat. 
Impact to # of 
MGS individuals 
unknown 
because MGS 
population 
density on the 
site has not 
been estimated. 

Development of 
908 acres of 
MGS habitat. 
Impact to # of 
MGS individuals 
unknown 
because MGS 
population 
density on the 
site has not 
been estimated. 

Development of 
1,794 acres of MGS 
habitat. Impact to # 
of MGS individuals 
unknown because 
MGS population 
density on the site 
has not been 
estimated. 

No loss of 
Mohave 
ground 
squirrel 
habitat. 

Impact to 
burrowing owl 
habitat 

Development of 
2,002 acres of 
occupied, 
suitable 
burrowing owl 
habitat. 

Development of 
1,134 acres of 
occupied, 
suitable 
burrowing owl 
habitat. 

Development of 
908 acres of 
occupied, 
suitable 
burrowing owl 
habitat. 

Development of 
1,794 acres of 
occupied, suitable 
burrowing owl 
habitat. 

No loss of 
burrowing 
owl 
habitat. 

Impact to 
American 
badger habitat 

Development of 
2,002 acres of 
suitable 
American badger 
habitat. 

Development of 
1,134 acres of 
suitable 
American 
badger habitat. 

Development of 
908 acres of 
suitable 
American 
badger habitat. 

Development of 
1,794 acres of 
suitable American 
badger habitat. 

No loss of 
badger 
habitat. 
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 Proposed Original 
Project Northern Unit Southern Unit 

(250 MW) (146 MW) (104 MW) 
Proposed Project No 

(250 MW) Action* 

Impact to 
desert wash 
habitat 

El Paso Wash 
would be 
avoided. Impacts 
to small 
associated 
washes would 
still occur. Extent 
currently 
unknown pending 
revised 
delineation of 
waters of the 
state.  

El Paso Wash 
would be 
avoided. 
Impacts to small 
associated 
washes would 
still occur. 
Extent currently 
unknown 
pending revised 
delineation of 
waters of the 
state.  

El Paso Wash 
would be 
avoided. 
Impacts to small 
associated 
washes would 
still occur. 
Extent currently 
unknown 
pending revised 
delineation of 
waters of the 
state.  

El Paso Wash would 
be impacted and 
diverted around the 
project. Impacts to 
small associated 
washes would also 
occur. Extent 
currently unknown 
pending revised 
delineation of waters 
of the state. Impacts 
to El Paso Wash 
would be significant. 

No loss of 
desert 
wash 
habitat. 

Impact to 
Mohave 
ground 
squirrel 
connectivity 
between 
populations 

The loss of 
habitat 
connectivity 
between 
remaining MGS 
populations is 
significant and no 
mitigation is 
available for this 
impact. This is a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

The loss of 
habitat 
connectivity 
between 
remaining MGS 
populations is 
significant and 
no mitigation is 
available for this 
impact. This is a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

The loss of 
habitat 
connectivity 
between 
remaining MGS 
populations is 
significant and 
no mitigation is 
available for this 
impact. This is a 
residual effect of 
this alternative. 

The loss of habitat 
connectivity 
between remaining 
MGS populations is 
significant and no 
mitigation is 
available for this 
impact. This is a 
residual effect of this 
alternative. 

No loss of 
habitat 
connectivit
y between 
remaining 
MGS 
population
s would 
result. 

Ranking**(1-5) 
1 being least 
impactful to 
biological 
resources, 5 
being most 
impactful 

4 3 2 5 1 

*Includes all No Action Alternatives discussed previously 
**All of the alternatives except the no-action alternatives have unmitigable impacts because each includes a loss of high-density DT 
habitat and MGS connectivity. A low ranking should not be interpreted as being preferred in regards to impacts to biological resources, 
only that there is less impact to biological resources because of the reduced overall impact acreage. 

C.2.9 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 

C.2.9.1 CEQA AND NEPA DEFINITIONS  
A cumulative impact analysis is required under both CEQA and NEPA. “Cumulative 
impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of 
the proposed Project when considered with other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency (federal or non-federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions (40 CFR §1508.7). 

Under CEQA Guidelines, “a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as 
a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other proj-
ects causing related impacts” (Title 14 Cal Code Regs §15130(a)(1)). Cumulative 
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impacts must be addressed if the incremental effect of a project, combined with the 
effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable” (Title 14Cal Code Regs 
§15130(a)). Such incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects” (Title 14 Cal Code Regs §15164(b)(1)). Together, these projects comprise the 
cumulative scenario which forms the basis of the cumulative impact analysis. 
NEPA states that cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7). Under NEPA, 
both context and intensity are considered. When considering intensity of an effect, we 
consider “whether the action is related to other actions with individually minor but 
cumulatively significant impacts. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action 
temporary or by breaking it down into small component parts.” 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(7) 

Analysis of Cumulative Effects to Biological Resources 
Staff used the following steps to develop the cumulative effects analysis described in 
this subsection: 

• Identified resources to consider in the analysis; 

• Defined the study area for each resource;  

• Described the current health and historical context for each resource; 

• Identified direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project that might contribute to 
a cumulative impact;  

• Identified other reasonably foreseeable actions that affect each resource;  

• Assessed potential cumulative impacts;  

• Reported the results, and; 

• Assessed the need for mitigation. 

There is the potential for substantial future development in the Ridgecrest area and 
throughout the southern California desert region. Analysis of cumulative impacts is 
based on data provided in the following tables and maps (see section B.3 
CUMULATIVE SCENARIO): 
• Cumulative Impacts Table 1A, Renewable Energy Projects in the BLM California 

Desert District; 

• Cumulative Impacts Table 1B, Renewable Energy Projects on State and Private 
Lands in California Desert District Counties;  

• Cumulative Impacts Table 2, Existing Projects in the Ridgecrest Area; 

•  Cumulative Impacts Table 3, Future Foreseeable Projects in the Ridgecrest Area; 

• Cumulative Impacts Figure 1, Renewable Energy Applications in the California 
Desert District; 

• Cumulative Impacts Figure 2, Renewable Energy Applications in the Ridgecrest 
District Area; and 
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• Cumulative Impacts Figure 3, Existing and Future/Foreseeable Projects in the 
Ridgecrest Area.  

The analysis in this section defines the geographic area over which cumulative impacts 
related to biological resources could occur. The cumulative impact analysis describes 
the potential for significant cumulative impacts to biological resources to occur as a 
result of construction and operation of the RSPP along with the other local and regional 
projects. The large renewable projects used in the cumulative analysis for biological 
resources represent the projects that had applications to the BLM, the Energy 
Commission, or a county as of February 2010. The project list changes frequently; 
updates to the data are presented below and in section B.3, Cumulative Scenario. As 
stated in the Cumulative Scenario, section B.3, not all of the projects shown on the table 
will be constructed. See section B.3 for details on the likelihood of development of 
renewable projects on BLM and private lands. 

C.2.9.2 GEOGRAPHIC EXTENT 
The projects used in this analysis are located within the California Desert District which 
contains similar flora and fauna as those found on the proposed RSPP site.  
 
This cumulative impact analysis makes a broad, regional evaluation of the impacts of 
existing and reasonably foreseeable future projects that threaten plant and animal 
communities within the West Mojave Plan (WEMO) (BLM 2005) area. The WEMO 
planning area is located in the southeastern California Desert Conservation Area 
(CDCA), and encompasses 9.3 million acres in Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, and San 
Bernardino counties. For most resources the analysis focused on renewable projects 
proposed on BLM, state and private land in the I-40 corridor west of Barstow to the 
eastern boundary of the WEMO planning area; in the Highway 395 corridor from SR 58 
north to the northern boundary of the WEMO planning area; and in the SR 14 corridor 
between California City and Ridgecrest. 

C.2.9.3 REGIONAL OVERVIEW 
This overview of regional impacts is followed by a more detailed discussion of the 
effects of past, present, and future projects to biological resources of the Project vicinity, 
with an emphasis on resources found within northeastern Kern County and 
northwestern San Bernardino County. 
 
The California Desert remained a desolate area for the first few decades of the 20th 
century. Disturbance was more or less restricted to highways, railroad, and utility 
corridors, scattered mining, and sheep grazing. Nevertheless, populations of many of 
the desert’s sensitive plants and animals were considered relatively stable until recently, 
as the push for renewable energy development has placed many populations at risk of 
local extinctions. Energy providers have submitted project applications that would 
collectively cover more than one million acres of the region (BLM 2010). However, 
renewable energy development has its own ecological consequences and portions of 
the Sonoran and Mojave deserts of California are bearing the brunt of these effects. 
Poorly planned development could contribute to habitat loss and fragmentation and 
barriers to species movement and gene flow. Although project permitting and regional 
planning evaluate basic environmental impacts of such projects, rarely do they consider 
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impacts on connectivity or conduct thorough cumulative effects analyses. Some of the 
many sensitive biological resources at risk include: desert washes, DT, MGS, golden 
eagle, and plant communities.  

Some of the primary impacts are related to land-use changes such as urbanization and 
urban sprawl, conversion of land to agricultural uses, construction of military bases and 
ongoing military operations, construction and operation of landfills, mining activities, and 
off-highway activity and recreational use of desert habitats. In addition, there are 
associated activities that further fragment and degrade habitats for native species such 
as creation of roads, grazing, and construction of utility corridors such as pipelines and 
transmission lines (Berry et al. 1996; Avery 1997; Jennings 1997). The introduction of 
non-native plant species and increases in predators such as ravens has also 
contributed to population declines and range contractions for many special-status plant 
and animal species (Boarman 2002). In the context of this large scale habitat loss, the 
RSPP would contribute to the significant cumulative loss and degradation of habitat for 
desert plants and wildlife, including DT and MGS, within the Mojave Desert region of 
southeastern California. 

Species such as the DT and MGS are listed as threatened species due to past impacts. 
They will be additionally impacted by proposed solar projects because solar projects are 
most often proposed for valleys and other areas that have relatively little topographic 
relief and receive the highest insolation. These areas provide prime habitat for DT and 
MGS. Most of the proposed solar projects in the Mojave Desert would encompass 
several thousand acres per project. The large scale of each individual solar and wind 
project has a potential to result in extensive losses and impacts to plant and wildlife 
species and their native habitats in the California desert. 

Desert Tortoise 
The cumulative impact to DT from renewable projects will be significant. Proposed 
renewable projects are often sited on prime tortoise habitat due to topography overlap. 
Wind projects may result in fewer impacts to DTs because of the smaller project 
footprint. However, large-scale solar projects render the habitat unusable by DT. Also, 
there is no good way to significantly reduce the impacts to displaced DTs. 
Translocations and relocations of DT have resulted in high levels of fatalities and can 
cause the spread of disease into resident tortoise populations at the receiving site.  

Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Threats to MGS are similar to those for DT and include habitat loss, habitat 
fragmentation, drought, OHV use in suitable habitat, and spread of potential predators. 
Proposed large-scale renewable energy projects have the potential to remove large 
blocks of suitable habitat for this species. The BLM established MGS conservation 
areas, using available information, in order to assist with maintaining healthy 
populations of MGS throughout its known range. The southern solar field of the 
proposed RSPP site is within a designated Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area. 
The northern portion of the site is contiguous with and the same biologically as the 
southern portion. Brown’s Road was chosen as a convenient border, not a biological 
boundary. There is no difference in habitat value biologically between the southern and 
northern portions of the site. The proposed RSPP site would contribute to the 
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cumulative loss of habitat for MGS within its known range. The loss of the physical 
location would significantly reduce the connectivity for the MGS populations. There is no 
known way to fully mitigate for the loss of all or a portion of the proposed RSPP project 
site regarding connectivity. The cumulative impact to MGSs from renewable projects 
would be significant. 

Western Burrowing Owl 
The western burrowing owl is currently a State Species of Special Concern. Western 
burrowing owls are known to inhabit California’s deserts, and exist on the proposed 
RSPP project site. The numbers of western burrowing owls in California are declining 
due to urbanization, spread of agriculture, and ground squirrel control measures. Some 
studies have estimated that the burrowing owl population in California is declining at a 
rate of 8% per year (DeSante and Ruhlen 1995; DeSante et al. 1996). 

The cumulative impact to burrowing owl from renewable projects could potentially be 
severe. Large-scale solar projects render an area unusable by burrowing owl.  
Wind projects have the potential to result in significant impacts to burrowing owls. In 
addition to loss of habitat, burrowing owls are known to regularly suffer collision fatalities 
with wind turbines (Smallwood and Karas 2009).  

Other Special Status Species 
Other special status species such as desert kit fox, American badger, LeConte’s 
thrasher, loggerhead shrike, and golden eagle will experience a loss of foraging, 
denning, and nesting habitat in the region and in the California deserts in general as a 
result of existing and proposed projects. While these species are currently not federal or 
state listed species, the cumulative loss of nesting and foraging habitat in the Mojave 
Desert may result in eventual listing of these species under CESA or FESA.  

C.2.9.4 MAKING CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE SEVERITY OR 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE EFFECT 
“No net loss” does not necessarily mean no cumulative impacts. Seemingly minor 
impacts can result in cumulative impacts that are substantial.  
For each cumulative effect the following questions were considered in making 
conclusions about the severity or significance of an effect: 

• The health, status or condition of the resource as a result of past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable impacts; 

• The contribution of the proposed Project to the overall cumulative impact to the 
resource; 

• The Project’s mitigated effect, when added to the effects of these planned future 
projects, and 

• Impact avoidance and minimization: any Project design changes that were made, or 
additional opportunities that could be taken, to avoid and minimize potential impacts 
in light of cumulative impact concerns. 
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C.2.9.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
This analysis evaluates the impacts of the proposed Project in addition to past 
development, present (existing) projects, and reasonably foreseeable or probable future 
projects in the proposed project vicinity as well as the greater WEMO Planning Area. 
Biological Resources Figures 8 and 9 illustrates the numerous proposed renewable 
projects on BLM, State and private land in the project vicinity. Biological Resources 
Figure 10 illustrates the numerous proposed renewable projects on BLM, State and 
private land in the WEMO planning area. Biological Resources Table 5 lists the 
existing and foreseeable future projects (proposed) that were included in the 
quantitative analysis of cumulative effects. 
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Biological Resources Table 5 
Existing and Proposed Future Projects Considered in Cumulative Effects Analysis 

Existing Impacts Area 
(ac) 

Foreseeable Future Projects** 
[Proposed], cont. 

(analyzed quantitatively) 

ROW 
Area* 
(ac) 

Urban lands mapped in the WEMO planning 
area (includes the Cities of Ridgecrest, 
Lancaster, Palmdale, Barstow, Victorville, 
Hesperia, Apple Valley, Yucca Valley, and 
Twentynine Palms) 

219,644 

Granite Wind LLC - Granite Mountains 2,085 
Agricultural lands mapped in the WEMO 
planning area  182,360 GreenWing- Mojave Valley 640

Horizon - Daggett Camp Rock 4,741

Total Existing Projects Acreage 
 

402,004 

Horizon Waterman Hills 724  
Foreseeable Future Projects ** [Proposed] 

(analyzed quantitatively) 
ROW 
Area* 
(ac) Horizon Wind - Calico Mtns. 27,945 

Advanced Development Services - Barren 
Ridge 11,541 Horizon Wind - Iron Mountain 10,103 
AES Seawest - Daggett Ridge 1,574 Horizon Wind - Stoddard/Daggett 24,380
AES SeaWest Daggett 2,593 IDIT, Inc. - Rabbit Dry Lake 477

AES Seawest, Inc. 8,598 
Little Mountain Wind Power- Bristol 
Lake 14,786 

AES Wind Generation - North Daggett 1,642 LSR Pisgah, LLC - Barstow Road 7,440
AES Wind Generation - Sand Ridge 3,898 LSR Pisgah, LLC - Reche Road 17,685
AES Wind Generation - Sand Ridge 4,176 Oak Creek Energy - Black Butte 36,315
AES Wind Generation - Sand Ridge 2 801 Oak Creek Energy - Lucchese 7,250
AES Wind Generation, Inc. 211 Oak Creek Energy - Ludlow South 23,664
Airtricity / E On 15,485 Oak Creek Energy - Mojave/Tehachapi 1,442
Alta Gas - Ghost Town 7,954 Oak Creek Energy - Rand Mountain 9,215
Boulevard Associates - Tehachapi 9,712 Oak Creek Energy - Soledad Mtn. 1,229
BP Orion- Sidewinder Mtn. 2,398 Oak Creek Energy - Tehachapi 160
Brewer Energy- Black Hills 4,503 Pacific Crest Power, LLC 21

Caithness LLC- Soda Mountain 7,987 
Padoma Wind Power - Flat Top 
Mountain 12,680 

Calico Solar LLC, Phase 1 5,207 
Padoma Wind Power - Pinto 
Mountains 23,797 

Calico Solar LLC, Phase 2 3,389 
Power Partners SW - Tylerhorse 
Canyon 1,531 

Cameron Ridge, LLC 546 
Power Partners SW - Tylerhorse 
Canyon 1,207 

Chevron Energy Solutions - Lucerne Valley 518 Power Partners SW/EnXco- Troy Lake 10,118
Competitive Power Ventures, LLC - Saltdale 38,364 Renewergy, LLC - El Paso Peaks 7,646
Debenham Energy-Haiwee Reservoirs 19,031 RES North America/Granite Wind 2,085
Debenham Energy-Searles Hills 7,943 Ridgecrest/Solar Millennium 3,884
DPT Broadwell Lake 8,616 Sean Roberts RMC 536

enXco - Donut 5,033 
Sierra Renewables LLC - Black Lava 
Butte 4,042 

enXco Avalon One 276 Sierra Renewables- Pearsonville 4,121
enXco Troy Lake Solar 3,707 Sierra Renewables- Rose Valley 13,994
First Solar - Desert Garnet 6,719 Solel, Inc. - Johnson Valley 1,798
First Solar - Desert Obsidian 8,943 Solel, Inc.- Stedman 7,443
First Solar - Desert Opal 15,803 Verde Resources 3,105
First Solar - Desert Sapphire 5,327 West Fry Wind LLC - West Fry Mtns. 3,060
FPL Energy - West Fry Wind Project 2,908 Wind Power Partners - Short Canyon 2,258

Total BLM Solar and Wind Renewable Projects - 02/16/2010 
509,013
acres 

* According to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) and geospatial data for Kern County projects. 
** Not all of the projects depicted here will be constructed, and many will not use the entire ROW area 
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The dataset for existing projects was limited to WEMO vegetation mapping for urban, 
agricultural, and ruderal areas, as well as available GIS-based geospatial data for Kern 
County. The data set for reasonably foreseeable future projects was limited to available 
GIS-based spatial data for proposed energy projects, and does not include any 
residential or commercial projects planned within the area. Therefore, the quantitative 
may under-represent the number of projects. However, it also over-estimates, to some 
degree, the actual impacts of the future BLM Renewable projects because the entire 
right-of-way (ROW) was included in the calculations; not all of the projects depicted in 
Biological Resources Figure 10 will be constructed, and many will not develop the 
entire ROW area. 

Waters of the State  
The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts to waters of the state is 
the China Lake watershed; the watershed encompassing the RSPP. The analysis was 
based on the USGS National Hydrographic Dataset (2010) within the watershed 
boundary as defined by the California Interagency Watershed Map of 1999 (Calwater 
2.2.1). Biological Resources Table 6 summarizes the direct loss of desert washes that 
would result from anticipated future projects within the China Lake watershed. These 
effects are also illustrated spatially in Biological Resources Figure 11.  
 
The contribution of the project to cumulative effects from future projects is provided as 
the sum of all drainages within the project boundaries. Cumulative effects to these 
features include: impacts to water quality and sediment transport from the numerous 
channel diversions, culverts and road crossings, fragmentation of the habitat and the 
corresponding loss of habitat function and values. Although the projects’ impacts to 
desert washes is minor, relative to the total linear miles of desert wash in the watershed, 
the impact on desert washes resulting from the incremental impact of the proposed 
project, when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
is cumulatively significant, as 4.4 percent of the watershed streams (44.1 miles of desert 
washes) would be impacted. The USGS hydrologic modeling depicts 3.4 miles of desert 
wash in the project area, compared to 1,013.5 miles in the watershed; as such, the 
washes on the project site comprise only 0.3 percent of the total miles of desert wash in 
the watershed. The project‘s contribution to future cumulative effects within the China 
Lake watershed (7.7 percent) would be significant if considered before the proposed 
mitigation, particularly when considering the indirect impacts to water quality, 
fragmentation of the habitat, impacts to sediment transport, and other indirect effects of 
water diversions, but relatively minor after considering the mitigation measures 
proposed in staff’s Condition of Certification BIO-18. The project also proposes to 
reroute minor existing washes around Project features, revegetating the new channels 
in a manner that approximates existing channel vegetation, and returning the channels 
to approximately the same locations where they exit the site under existing conditions.  
Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-18 requires all conditions that would 
have been in CDFG’s 1602 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement into the final 
conditions of certification and the Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and 
Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP). Mitigation for impacts to desert washes would be 
determined in consultation with the CDFG.  
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Biological Resources Table 6 
Desert Washes in China Lake Watershed – Cumulative Effects 

Total Desert 
Washes* in China 
Lake Watershed 

Impacts to Habitat from 
Existing Projects** 

(Percent of total watershed) 

Impacts to Habitat from 
Foreseeable Future Projects*** 

(Percent of total watershed) 

Contribution of RSPP to 
future cumulative impacts 

(Percent of total impacts from 
Future projects) 

1,013.5 mi. 19.5 mi. 
(1.9%) 

44.1 mi. 
(4.4%) 

3.4 mi. 
(7.7%) 

(based on USGS dataset) 

*Based on the USGS National Hydrographic Dataset (2010) and California Interagency Watershed Map of 1999 (Calwater 2.2.1). 
** Includes only those areas mapped as agriculture, ruderal, or urban pursuant to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005); 
see Biological Resources Table 5. 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of this analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5. 

Special-Status Wildlife  

Desert Tortoise 
This analysis addresses cumulative impacts to DT as defined by the current USGS 
Desert Tortoise Habitat Model (Nussear et al. 2009). It is a predictive model for mapping 
the potential distribution of DT habitat and is a useful tool for evaluating different land-
use issues that tortoises face at a landscape scale. Biological Resources Figure 12 is 
a spatial representation of the predicted habitat potential index values for DT, based on 
the 2009 model. The model is not intended to be used, or viewed, as a substitute for 
ground-based and site-specific field surveys. Model scores reflect a hypothesized 
habitat potential given the range of environmental conditions where tortoise occurrence 
was documented. The report (USGS 2009) specifically states:  

“As such, there are likely areas of potential habitat for which habitat potential was 
not predicted to be high, and likewise, areas of low potential for which the model 
predicted higher potential. Finally, the map of desert tortoise potential habitat that we 
present does not account either for anthropogenic effects, such as urban 
development, habitat destruction, or fragmentation, or for natural disturbances, such 
as fire, which might have rendered potential habitat into habitat with much lower 
potential in recent years”. 

GIS-based files for the boundaries of the Western Mojave Recovery Unit of the 1994 
Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan were not available from the USFWS at the time of this 
analysis. The proposed new boundaries as depicted in the USFWS 2008 Draft Revised 
Recovery Plan were not available either. Consequently, the WEMO boundary was used 
for this analysis. The WEMO boundary closely approximates the boundaries of the 
USFWS recovery unit; however, the USFWS boundaries extend further north of the 
WEMO boundary, past SR 190.  

Large expanses of DT critical habitat and numerous ACEC/DWMA areas have been 
identified or established within the WEMO planning area. The Ridgecrest project site is 
not located in designated critical habitat nor is it located within a WEMO-designated DT 
conservation area (i.e., ACEC/DWMA). The closest designated critical habitat for DT 
occurs just over seven miles south of the Project site.  
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The Project’s unmitigated effects to DT habitat (based on the 2009 USGS habitat 
model) are quantified below in Biological Resources Table 7 (and Biological 
Resources Figure 12). The Ridgecrest Project supports a high density of tortoises 
compared to other locations in the western Mojave Desert, and contains high quality DT 
habitat according to the USGS model. The cumulative effects before mitigation are 
significant given that nearly 54 percent of the acreage comprised by future projects is 
within high value DT habitat (rated between 0.8 and 1.0). The proposed project also 
could significantly impact DT dispersal and connectivity between local populations.  

Biological Resources Table 7 
Cumulative Effects: Desert Tortoise Habitat* 

Habitat 
Value* 

Total Desert 
Tortoise habitat* 

in WEMO 

Impacts to Habitat 
from Existing** 

Projects 
(Percent of total in 

WEMO) 

Impacts to Habitat from 
Foreseeable Future*** 

Projects 
(Percent of total in WEMO) 

Contribution of RSPP to 
future cumulative impacts 

(Percent of total impacts 
from Future projects) 

0 833,990 acres 12,547 acres 
(1.5%) 

36,678 acres 
(4.4%) 0 acres 

0.1 480,313 acres 36,482 acres 
(7.6%) 

24,471 acres 
(5.1%) 

0 acres 
 

0.2 405,839 acres 43,260 acres 
(10.7%) 

26,038 acres 
(6.4%) 

0 acres 
 

0.3 406,093 acres 23,107 acres 
(5.7%) 

20,339 acres 
(5.0%) 

0 acres 
 

0.4 – 0.5 895,828 acres 68,394 acres 
(7.6%) 

38,161 acres 
(4.3%) 

0 acres 
 

0.6 – 0.7 1,359,657 acres 70,201 acres 
(5.2%) 

92,292 acres 
(6.8%) 

0 acres 
 

0.8 – 0.9 4,881,903 acres 138,505 acres 
(2.8%) 

2,495,543 acres 
(51.1%) 

1,738 acres 
(0.08%) 

1.0 84,001 acres 0 acres 
 

2,227 acres 
(2.7%) 0 acres 

*Based on the USGS Desert Tortoise Habitat Model (Nussear et al. 2009) 
** Includes only those areas mapped as agriculture, ruderal, or urban pursuant to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005); 
see Biological Resources Table 5 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of the analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5 

The project contributes incrementally to overall impacts to high value DT habitat and 
connectivity. The cumulative effects of all projects are likely to remain significant after 
mitigation, even after project-specific mitigation for habitat loss is considered, due to the 
high value of this physical location with a high DT density compared to the surrounding 
area.  

Mohave Ground Squirrel 
The geographic scope of the analysis of cumulative effects on MGS habitat was based 
on the WEMO Planning Area and used the WEMO range map for the MGS as well as 
landform mapping from the Mojave Desert Ecosystem Project (MDEP) to map and 
quantify cumulative effects on MGS habitat. WEMO plant communities that intersect 
with suitable landforms in the MGS’s range are quantified in Biological Resources 
Table 8. Biological Resources Figure 13 depicts the locations of MGS conservation 
areas and the overall range of this species, pursuant to WEMO.  
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In spite of its protected status, little is known of its habitat extent and needs. In many 
areas within its historic range, there are no recent records  

A portion of the Project site is located within a WEMO-designated Mohave Ground 
Squirrel Conservation Area, as are several of the proposed future projects. The project’s 
contribution to the cumulative impacts to MGS (Biological Resources Table 8) is 
significant since much of the project site is considered medium to high potential habitat 
for this species. In addition, connectivity between populations of this species occurring 
to the north and south of the site could be affected by the proposed project. The RSPP’s 
contribution to cumulative effects on MGS habitat and connectivity, even after 
mitigation, are significant given the Project site’s location in and adjacent to a MGS 
conservation area and its potential effects on population connectivity. Staff’s proposed 
Condition of Certification BIO-12, which specifies that compensation habitat acquisitions 
occur at a 5:1 ratio within the Western Mojave Desert in areas with MGS will lessen the 
impact, but due to the physical location of the site it will not fully mitigate the impact 
under CESA nor reduce the impacts to less than significant under CEQA.  
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Biological Resources Table 8 
Cumulative Effects: Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat* 

Plant Community 
Type 

Total 
Mohave 
Ground 
Squirrel 

habitat* in 
WEMO 

Impacts to Habitat 
from Existing** 

Projects 
(Percent of total in 

WEMO)

Impacts to Habitat from 
Foreseeable Future*** 

Projects 
(Percent of total in WEMO) 

Contribution of RSPP to 
future cumulative 

impacts 
(Percent of total impacts 

from Future projects) 

Mojave Creosote 
Scrub 

1,528,590 
acres 

1,462 acres 
(0.1%) 

54,845 acres 
(3.6%) 

1,738 acres 
(3.0%) 

Saltbush Scrub 529,384 
acres 

1,057 acres 
(0.2%) 

13,660 acres 
(2.6%) 0 acres 

Mixed Desert 
Scrubs 

168,228 
acres 0 acres 17,380 acres 

(10%) 0 acres 

Urban 134,692 
acres 

132,761 acres 
(99%) 0 acres 0 acres 

Agriculture 75,307 
acres 

75,307 acres 
(100%) 0 acres 0 acres 

Desert Wash 
Scrub 

18,354 
acres 0 acres 54 acres 

(0.3%) 
8.2 acres 
(15.2%) 

Desert Sink 
Scrub 9,416 acres 0 acres 63 acres 

(0.7%) 0 acres 

Sand Dunes 8,505 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Oak/Juniper/Pine/ 
Joshua Tree 
Woodland 

6,917 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Playa/Dry Lake 6,017 acres 0 acres 8.1 acres 
(0.1%) 0 acres 

Riparian 
Scrub/Forest 845 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Chaparral 646 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Mesquite Bosque 488 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Native Grassland 189 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Non-native 
Grassland 88 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Seeps 59 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

*Based on plant communities occurring on the following MDEP landforms within the range of the Mohave ground squirrel pursuant 
to WEMO Figure 3-15: fluvial floodplain, fluvial terrace, older alluvial deposits, bajada, active alluvial plain, older alluvial plain, 
alluvial fan, undifferentiated dune field, and disturbed. 
**According to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) and geospatial data for Kern County projects; see Biological 
Resources Table 5. 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of the analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5. 

Golden Eagle 
The geographic scope of the analysis of cumulative effects on golden eagle foraging 
habitat was completed for the entire WEMO planning area, as well as on foraging 
habitat within 10 miles of nests occurring within 10 miles of the proposed project, and 
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used the WEMO plant communities dataset to map and quantify cumulative effects on 
foraging habitat (Biological Resources Tables 9 and 10 and Biological Resources 
Figures 14 and 15). The WEMO plant communities dataset is based on the 1996 
California Gap Analysis Project conducted by the Biogeography Lab at the University of 
California, Santa Barbara and coordinated through the USGS Biological Resources 
Division.  

Biological Resources Figure 14 depicts the locations of known and documented 
golden eagle nest locations within a 10-mile radius of the project site. Biological 
Resources Figure 15 depicts the locations of known and documented golden eagle 
nest locations within the WEMO planning area. The source of this information include 
the "nest card" database--helicopter surveys conducted in 1978 and 1979 desert-wide--
and on locations depicted in a 1984 BLM California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) 
map of “Sensitive, Rare, Threatened and Endangered Fish and Wildlife”.  

The project contribution to the cumulative impacts to golden eagle foraging habitat 
within 10 miles of the project site is potentially significant (3.6 percent) when combined 
with the indirect effects of habitat fragmentation associated with future projects. The 
USFWS (2010) estimates there are approximately 30,000 golden eagles in the western 
United States, down from an estimated 100,000 in the late 1970s. Although a short 
sample time, survey data from 2003 and 2006-2008 indicate a decline of 26 percent 
since 2003. Climate change is expected to impact golden eagle by increasing drought 
severity. The project contribution to these effects would be minimized to a level less 
than significant through mitigation measures for acquisition of 10,010 acres of habitat, 
as specified in staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-12. While acquisition does 
not address the net loss of foraging habitat in the immediate future, it is expected to 
prevent future losses of some habitat by acquiring private lands that could otherwise be 
converted for energy development, urban, or agricultural uses.  
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Biological Resources Table 9 
Cumulative Effects: Golden Eagle Foraging Habitat for  

Nests within 10 Miles of Project 

Foraging Habitat* 
(by plant community) 

Total Plant 
Communities* in 

10-mile radii 

Impacts to 
Foraging 

Habitat from 
Existing** 
Projects 

(Percent of all 
Community type in 

10-mile radii)

Impacts to 
Foraging 

Habitat from 
Foreseeable 

Future*** 
Projects 

(Percent of all 
Community type 
in 10-mile radii) 

Contribution of 
RSPP to future 

cumulative 
impacts 

(Percent of total 
impacts from 

Future projects) 

Mojave Creosote Scrub 421,620 acres 0 acres 40,156 acres 
(9.5%)  

1,738 acres 
(4.0%) 

Mixed Desert Scrubs 83,271 acres 0 acres 8,998 acres 
(10.8%)  0 acres 

Saltbush Scrub 7,981 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Oak/Juniper/Pine/Joshua 
Tree Woodland 11,552 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Urban 10,787 acres 10,787acres 
(100%)  0 acres 0 acres 

Chaparral 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Agriculture 4,055 acres 4,055 acres 
(100%)  0 acres 0 acres 

Playa/Dry Lake 10,038 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Desert Wash Scrub 3,291 acres 0 acres 83 acres 
(2.5%)  

8.2 acres 
(10.0%) 

Non-native Grassland 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Sand Dunes 2,686 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Desert Sink Scrub 1,581 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Riparian Scrub/Forest 2,231 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Lava 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Mesquite Bosque 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Native Grassland 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Montane Meadow 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Sand Fields 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Seeps 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

* Based on the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) 
**According to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) and geospatial data for Kern County projects; see Biological 
Resources Table 5 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of the analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5 
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Biological Resources Table 10 
Cumulative Effects: Golden Eagle Foraging Habitat in WEMO Planning Area 

Foraging Habitat* 
(by plant community) 

Total Plant 
Communities* 

in WEMO 

Impacts to 
Foraging Habitat 
from Existing** 

Projects 
(Percent of all 

Community type in 
WEMO)

Impacts to 
Foraging Habitat 
from Foreseeable 
Future*** Projects 

(Percent of all 
Community type in 

WEMO) 

Contribution of 
RSPP to future 

cumulative 
impacts 

(Percent of total 
impacts from 

Future projects) 

Mojave Creosote Scrub 5,685,847 acres 2,272 acres 
(0.04%) 

362,587 acres 
(6.4%) 1,738 (0.6%) 

Mixed Desert Scrubs 1,462,366 acres 32 acres 
(0.002%) 

73,128 acres 
(5.0%) 0 acres 

Saltbush Scrub 845,157 acres 1,569 acres 
(0.2%) 

21,247 acres 
(2.5%) 0 acres 

Oak/Juniper/Pine/Joshua 
Tree Woodland 320,031 acres 0 acres 14,812 acres 

(4.6%) 0 acres 

Urban 219,644 acres 211,399 acres 
(96%) 46 acres (0.02%) 0 acres 

Chaparral 194,551 acres 0 acres 11,546 acres 
(5.9%) 0 acres 

Agriculture 182,360 acres 182,360 acres 
(100%) 0 acres 0 acres 

Playa/Dry Lake 153,593 acres 0 acres 3,329 acres (2.2%) 0 acres 

Desert Wash Scrub 81,683 acres 0 acres 1,387 acres (1.7%) 8.2 acres (0.6%) 

Non-native Grassland 69,563 acres 0 acres 344 acres (0.5%) 0 acres 

Sand Dunes 41,416 acres 0 acres 8 acres (<0.1%) 0 acres 

Desert Sink Scrub 30,586 acres 0 acres 853 acres (2.8%) 0 acres 

Riparian Scrub/Forest 26,671 acres 0 acres 378 acres (1.4%) 0 acres 

Lava 23,789 acres 0 acres 17 acres (0.1%) 0 acres 

Mesquite Bosque 7,576 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Native Grassland 3,375 acres 0 acres 24 acres (0.7%) 0 acres 

Montane Meadow 974 acres 0 acres 2 acres (0.2%) 0 acres 

Sand Fields 547 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Seeps 447 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Palm Oasis 33 acres  0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

* Based on the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005). 
**According to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) and geospatial data for Kern County projects; see Biological 
Resources Table 5. 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of the analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5. 

Plant Communities 
Thirty-two distinct plant communities are found within the western Mojave Desert (BLM 
2005), some of which have been consolidated into more general categories in 
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Biological Resources Table 11. Creosote bush scrub and saltbush scrub are the most 
common, occupying 75 percent of the natural lands. The geographic scope of the 
analysis of cumulative effects on plant communities and general wildlife habitat 
encompasses the WEMO Planning Area and uses the WEMO plant communities 
dataset to map and quantify cumulative effects on plant communities (Biological 
Resources Table 11 and Biological Resources Figure 16). Significant cumulative 
effects to plant communities from future projects are seen in many community types, 
particularly Mojave creosote scrub, mixed desert scrubs, woodland habitats, playa and 
desert sink scrub, desert wash scrub, and riparian scrub. The project contributes 
incrementally to the cumulative impacts of future projects to Mojave creosote scrub. 
Mojave creosote scrub is a common and widespread community in the southeastern 
deserts of California; however, this broad designation does not reflect the many 
uncommon and even rare plant assemblages within creosote scrub that have been 
documented and are monitored by the CNDDB. The project’s contribution to the loss of 
creosote scrub would be minimized through the compensatory mitigation of DT habitat, 
MGS habitat, golden eagle foraging habitat, desert wash habitat, and the 
implementation of Best Management Practices for minimizing construction impacts. 
While acquisition does not address the net loss of habitat), it is expected to prevent 
some future losses of habitat by acquisition of private lands that could otherwise be 
converted for urban, agricultural or energy development. 
 
The analysis of impacts to foraging habitat based on the WEMO plant communities 
dataset concludes that the project would impact 4.0 percent of all the Mojave creosote 
bush scrub affected by future projects. The project contributes minor cumulative effects 
to desert wash scrub and Mojave creosote scrub plant communities (0.6 percent of 
impacts from future projects).  
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Biological Resources Table 11 
Cumulative Effects: Plant Communities 

Plant Community* 

Total Plant 
Communities* in 

WEMO 

Impacts to Habitat 
from Existing** 

Projects 
(Percent of all 

Community type in 
WEMO) 

Impacts to Habitat 
from Foreseeable 
Future*** Projects 

(Percent of all 
Community type in 

WEMO) 

Contribution of 
RSPP to future 

cumulative 
impacts 

(Percent of total 
impacts from Future 

projects) 

Mojave Creosote Scrub 5,685,847 acres 2,272 acres 
(0.04%) 

362,587 acres 
(6.4%) 

1,738 
(0.6%) 

Mixed Desert Scrubs 1,462,366 acres 32 acres 
(0.002%) 

73,128 acres 
(5.0%) 0 acres 

Saltbush Scrub 845,157 acres 1,569 acres 
(0.2%) 

21,247 acres 
(2.5%) 0 acres 

Oak/Juniper/Pine/Joshua 
Tree Woodland 320,031 acres 0 acres 14,812 acres 

(4.6%) 0 acres 

Urban 219,644 acres 211,399 acres 
(96%) 

46 acres 
(0.02%) 0 acres 

Chaparral 194,551 acres 0 acres 11,546 acres 
(5.9%) 0 acres 

Agriculture 182,360 acres 182,360 acres 
(100%) 0 acres 0 acres 

Playa/Dry Lake 153,593 acres 0 acres 3,329 acres 
(2.2%) 0 acres 

Desert Wash Scrub 81,683 acres 0 acres 1,387 acres 
(1.7%) 

8.2 acres 
(0.6%) 

Non-native Grassland 69,563 acres 0 acres 344 acres 
(0.5%) 0 acres 

Sand Dunes 41,416 acres 0 acres 8 acres 
(<0.1%) 0 acres 

Desert Sink Scrub 30,586 acres 0 acres 853 acres 
(2.8%) 0 acres 

Riparian Scrub/Forest 26,671 acres 0 acres 378 acres 
(1.4%) 0 acres 

Lava 23,789 acres 0 acres 17 acres 
(0.1%) 0 acres 

Mesquite Bosque 7,576 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Native Grassland 3,375 acres 0 acres 24 acres 
(0.7%) 0 acres 

Montane Meadow 974 acres 0 acres 2 acres 
(0.2%) 0 acres 

Sand Fields 547 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 
Seeps 447 acres 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 
Palm Oasis 33 acres  0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 
*Based on the BLM WEMO Plant Communities dataset  
**According to the WEMO Plant Communities dataset (BLM 2005) and geospatial data for Kern County projects; see Biological 
Resources Table 5 
*** Includes only BLM Renewables that had submitted a Plan of Development (POD) at the time of the analysis and those additional 
future projects listed in Biological Resources Table 5 
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Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the proposed RSPP site is expected to result in potential 
adverse impacts related to biological resources similar to construction impacts. Since 
the proposed RSPP project site would have already been graded, its value to plant and 
wildlife species at the time of decommissioning would be relatively low. However, 
indirect impacts could occur to adjacent habitats such as increased construction traffic, 
human activity, lighting, and noise.  

It is unlikely that the construction or decommissioning of any of the cumulative projects 
mentioned previously would occur concurrently with the decommissioning of the 
proposed RSPP project site, because the decommissioning is not expected to occur for 
approximately 40 years. As a result, the impacts of the decommissioning of the 
proposed RSPP project would not be expected to contribute significantly to cumulative 
impacts.  

C.2.9.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACT CONCLUSION 
The proposed RSPP will result in significant cumulative impacts to biological resources 
in the region when considered in conjunction with current and future local and regional 
projects. Proposed projects in the local area, including the proposed RSPP, would result 
in significant cumulative habitat loss for a range of biological species such as DT, MGS, 
WBO and a host of other plant and wildlife species. Proposed renewable energy 
projects in California deserts will require acquisition of mitigation lands. These mitigation 
lands will contribute to a minimum acreage available for the species in the future, but 
will still result in a significant cumulative loss of habitat. The enhancement of acquisition 
lands may reduce the cumulative impacts in regards to habitat loss to some extent.  

Staff considers the cumulative effects to the China Lake watershed ephemeral and 
intermittent streams from all proposed future projects (only 4.4 percent of all stream 
reaches) to be reduced to a level below CEQA significance following implementation of 
Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-18 and the avoidance El Paso Wash.  
 
Staff believes that implementation of the conditions of certification described below will 
minimize the contributions of the proposed RSPP to the cumulative loss of native plant 
communities and wildlife and their habitats, including special status species other than 
MGS and DT. Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification BIO-12 requires the applicant 
to acquire at least 10,010 acres of suitable habitat for DT and MGS. Staff’s proposed 
Condition of Certification BIO-13, the Raven Management and Monitoring Plan, 
specifically includes measures that would address the cumulative regional increases in 
raven predation on DT.  

There is no way to fully mitigate for the loss of the proposed RSPP site’s connectivity for 
MGS populations and the loss of a high value site for DT. Therefore, these aspects of 
cumulative impacts would not be fully mitigated under CESA nor reduced to less than 
significant impacts under CEQA. 
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C.2.10 COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDIANANCES, REGULATIONS, 
AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS 
COMPLIANCE 
The proposed project must comply with state and federal laws, ordinances, regulations, 
and standards that address state and federally listed species, as well as other sensitive 
species and their habitats as listed in Biological Resources Table 6 

Biological Resources Table 12 
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards 

Applicable Law Description 
Federal  
Federal Endangered 
Species Act (Title 16, 
United States Code, 
section 1531 et seq., 
and Title 50, Code of 
Federal Regulations, 
part 17.1 et seq.) 

Designates and provides for protection of threatened and 
endangered plant and animal species, and their critical habitat. 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
(Title 16, United States 
Code, sections 703 
through 711) 

Makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird (or 
any part of such migratory nongame bird) as designated in the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Permit for take under 
the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act, 
(Title 50, Code of 
Federal Regulations, 
section 22.26) 

Authorizes limited take of bald eagles and golden eagles under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, where the taking is 
associated with, but not the purpose of the activity, and cannot 
practicably be avoided.  

Permit for take under 
the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act, 
(Title 50, Code of 
Federal Regulations, 
section 22.27) 

Authorizes intentional take of eagle nests where: necessary to 
alleviate a safety hazard to people or eagles; necessary to ensure 
public health and safety; the nest prevents the use of a human-
engineered structure; the activity, or mitigation for the activity, will 
provide a net benefit to eagles; and only allows inactive nests to be 
taken except in the case of safety emergencies. 

Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (Title 16, 
United States Code 
section 668) 

This law provides for the protection of the bald eagle and the golden 
eagle by prohibiting, except under certain specified conditions, the 
take, possession, and commerce of such birds. The 1972 
amendments increased penalties for violating provisions of the Act or 
regulations issued pursuant thereto and strengthened other 
enforcement measures. Rewards are provided for information 
leading to arrest and conviction for violation of the Act. 
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Applicable Law Description 
National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), (Title 
42, United States Code, 
section 4321 et seq.) 

NEPA requires an evaluation of environmental impacts of projects 
proposed on federal lands or receiving federal funding.  

California Desert 
Conservation Area Plan 

The California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) comprises one of 
two national conservation areas established by Congress at the time 
of the passage of the Federal Land and Policy Management Act 
(FLPMA). The FLPMA outlines how the BLM would manage public 
lands. Congress specifically provided guidance for the management 
of the CDCA and directed the development of the 1980 CDCA Plan. 

West Mojave Plan 
(WEMO) 

Protects and conserves natural resources while simultaneously 
balancing human uses of the California portion of the Mojave Desert 
ecosystem. The WEMO is an amendment to the CDCA Plan (see 
below) 

Executive Order 13112 
of February 3, 1999 – 
Invasive Species (FR 
doc 99-3184; FR V. 64, 
No. 25, Presidential 
documents 6183-6186) 

Federal agencies are mandated to take actions to prevent the 
introduction of invasive species, provide for their control, and 
minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that 
invasive species cause. 

State  
California Endangered 
Species Act of 1984 
(Fish and Game Code, 
sections 2050 through 
2098) 

Protects California’s rare, threatened, and endangered species. 

Protected furbearing 
mammals California 
Code of Regulations 
(Title 14, section 460) 

Fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox and red fox may not be 
taken at any time. 

California Code of 
Regulations (Title 14, 
sections 670.2 and 
670.5) 

Lists the plants and animals of California that are declared rare, 
threatened, or endangered. 

California Native Plant 
Protection Act of 1977 
(Fish and Game Code 
section 1900 et seq.) 

Designates state rare, threatened, and endangered plants. 

Significant Natural 
Areas (Fish and Game 
Code section 1930 et 
seq.) 

Designates certain areas such as refuges, natural sloughs, riparian 
areas, and vernal pools as significant wildlife habitat. 

Nest or Eggs (Fish and 
Game Code section 
3503) 

Protects California’s birds by making it unlawful to take, possess, or 
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. 
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Applicable Law Description 
Birds of Prey (Fish and 
Game Code section 
3503.5 

Unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders 
Falconiformes and Strigiformes or to take, possess, or destroy the 
nest or eggs of any such bird. 

Fully Protected Species 
(Fish and Game Code, 
sections 3511, 4700, 
5050, and 5515) 

Designates certain species as fully protected and prohibits the take 
of such species or their habitat unless for scientific purposes (see 
also California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 670.7). 

Migratory Birds (Fish 
and Game Code section 
3513) 

Protects California’s migratory birds by making it unlawful to take or 
possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act or any part of such migratory nongame birds. 

California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), 
CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15380 

CEQA defines rare species more broadly than the definitions for 
species listed under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. 
Under section 15830, species not protected through state or federal 
listing but nonetheless demonstrable as “endangered” or “rare” 
under CEQA should also receive consideration in environmental 
analyses. Included in this category are many plants considered rare 
by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and some animals on 
the CDFG’s Special Animals List.  

Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (Fish and 
Game Code sections 
1600 et seq.) 

Regulates activities that may divert, obstruct, or change the natural 
flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake in 
California designated by CDFG in which there is at any time an 
existing fish or wildlife resource or from which these resources derive 
benefit. Impacts to vegetation and wildlife resulting from disturbances 
to waterways are also reviewed and regulated during the permitting 
process. 

Water Quality Control 
Plan for the Lahontan 
Region (Basin Plan) 

The Basin Plan establishes water quality objectives that protect the 
beneficial uses of surface water and groundwater in the Region. The 
Basin Plan describes implementation plans and other control 
measures designed to ensure compliance with statewide plans and 
policies and provide comprehensive water quality planning. 
Beneficial uses for minor surface water bodies of the Koehn 
Hydrologic Area include wildlife habitat.  

California Desert Native 
Plants Act of 1981 
(Food and Agricultural 
Code section 80001 et 
seq. and California Fish 
and Game Code 
sections 1925-1926) 

Protects non-listed California desert native plants from unlawful 
harvesting on both public and private lands in Imperial, Inyo, Kern, 
Los Angeles, Mono, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego 
counties. Unless issued a valid permit, wood receipt, tag, and seal by 
the commissioner or sheriff, harvesting, transporting, selling, or 
possessing specific desert plants is prohibited.  

Local  
Kern County General 
Plan Land Use, Open 
Space, and 
Conservation Element 
(Kern County 2007) 

Directs the county to work closely with state and federal agencies to 
assure that discretionary projects avoid or minimize impacts to fish, 
wildlife, and botanical resources. 
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The RSPP project is located on federal land under BLM’s jurisdiction and is therefore 
subject to the provisions of BLM’s California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan 
(Revised 1999). As an amendment to the CDCA Plan, BLM produced the Western 
Mojave (WEMO) Coordinated Management Plan (BLM 2005). This document consists 
of proposed management actions and alternatives for public lands in the WEMO 
Planning Area.  

The BLM has worked with the USFWS to develop a variety of land designations as tools 
to protect sensitive biological resources, including the DT. The siting of the RSPP 
project is consistent with the management direction of these designations, as described 
below:  

• Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAs) are general areas recommended by 
the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (USFWS 1994) within which recovery efforts for 
the DT would be concentrated. DWMAs had no specific legal boundaries in the 1994 
Recovery Plan. The BLM formalized the general DWMAs from the 1994 Recovery 
Plan through its planning process and administers them as Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (see below). The RSPP project does not fall within any 
DWMA. 

• Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) are specific, legally defined, BLM 
designations where special management is needed to protect and prevent 
irreparable damage to important historical, cultural, scenic values, fish and wildlife, 
and natural resources or to protect life and safety from natural hazards. The RSPP 
project is not included within a designated ACEC. The southern portion of the RSPP 
is within Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area. 

• Critical Habitat consists of specific areas defined by the USFWS as areas essential 
for the conservation of the listed species, which support physical and biological 
features essential for survival and that may require special management 
considerations or protection. Critical habitat for the DT was designated in 1994, 
largely based on proposed DWMAs in the draft Recovery Plan. The RSPP project is 
approximately seven miles north of the nearest DT critical habitat. 

BLM provides management direction for species such as DT within the WEMO, which 
include five geographical areas of tortoise habitat in the planning area. The current 
designation for the RSPP area is Category III DT habitat (BLM 2005). Category III 
management goals are to limit tortoise habitat and population declines to the extent 
possible by mitigating impacts.  

PERMITS/CONSULTATIONS REQUIRED 
Due to the Energy Commission’s exclusive licensing authority over thermal power 
plants; CDFG will not be issuing either an Incidental Take Permit or a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement. The terms and conditions that would have been included in these 
permits will be incorporated into the Energy Commission’s license through Conditions of 
Certification (Pub. Resources Code § 25500). Construction of the project will require the 
following permits to achieve consistency with state and federal LORS: 

• Incidental Take Permit for California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (CCR 14 
§783, Fish and Game Code, §2050 through 2098) for impacts to the threatened DT 
and MGS.  
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• Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA), Fish and Game Code §1600, from 
the California Department of Fish and Game for impacts to state waters. 

• Section 7 Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Endangered Species Act 
of 1973) for take of the threatened desert tortoise. A Biological Assessment will be 
developed by the applicant and be revised by BLM in preparation for submittal to the 
USFWS and initiation of formal consultation resulting in a Biological Opinion.  

• Federal Eagle Act Take Permit for take of golden eagles under the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Act. 

The proposed project must comply with state and federal laws, ordinances, regulations, 
and standards (LORS) (see summary in Biological Resources Table 12) that address 
state and federally listed species, as well as other sensitive species and habitats, and 
must secure the appropriate permits to satisfy these LORS. The Energy Commission 
has a one-stop permitting process for all thermal power plants rated 50 MW or more 
under the Warren-Alquist Act (Pub. Resources Code § 25500). Under the Act, the 
Energy Commission’s certificate is “in lieu of” other state, local, and regional permits 
(Ibid.), and federal permits to the extent allowed by federal law. The Commission’s 
streamlined permitting process accomplishes a primary objective of the Renewable 
Energy Action Team, as identified in the Governor’s Executive Order S-14-08, – to 
create a “one stop” process for permitting renewable energy generation facilities under 
California law. Accordingly, Energy Commission staff has coordinated joint 
environmental review with the CDFG, as well as the BLM, and USFWS. Staff will 
incorporate all terms and conditions that would otherwise be included in state permits 
into staff’s proposed conditions of certification to be included in the Energy 
Commission’s license. The conditions of certification described below take the place of 
terms and conditions that, but for the Commission’s exclusive authority, would have 
been included in the SAA and 2081 state permits. 

Incidental Take Permit: California Endangered Species Act (Fish and 
Game Code §§2050 et seq.) 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits the “take” (defined as “to hunt, 
pursue, catch, capture, or kill” or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill”) of 
state-listed species except as otherwise provided in state law. Construction and 
operation of the RSPP project would result in the take of DT and potentially MGS, both 
listed as threatened under CESA. 

Staff has reviewed information supplied by the applicant (SM 2009a) and has 
coordinated closely with CDFG to develop the conditions of certification in this Staff 
Assessment. Energy Commission staff has determined, in consultation with the CDFG, 
that staff’s proposed Conditions of Certification will not fully mitigate the impacts for 
either MGS or DT. Staff believes the high value habitat and species values currently 
found at the proposed RSPP site and the proposed alternatives that will be lost if the 
project is developed cannot be fully mitigated and are irreplaceable.  

March 2010 C.2-87 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 



Lake or Streambed Alteration: California Fish and Game Code §§1600-
1607. 
Staff has directed the applicant to file a complete LSA application with CDFG for 
impacts to washes present on the site. The LSA application is not complete at this time. 
The applicant is completing a re-delineation of streambeds on the proposed project site 
and preparing complete plans for structures and other alterations proposed within 
streambeds. When a complete application is received by CDFG, CDFG and staff will 
work together to include appropriate conditions in the Conditions of Certification for the 
RSPP. 

Federal LORS 
The applicant will require a federal take permit for the loss of DT habitat and for the 
relocation or translocation of the federally listed DT. This federal take permit will be 
issued in the form of a federal Biological Opinion to be provided to BLM by the U. S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The applicant may be required to obtain a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit for golden 
eagles.  

C.2.11 NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS 

Construction and operation of the RSPP would not result in any noteworthy public 
benefits with regard to biological resources because a unique site with robust biological 
resources will be eliminated if the project is constructed. 

C.2.12 STAFF’S PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF 
CERTIFICATION/MITIGATION MEASURES 

All Conditions of Certification are recommendations by Energy Commission staff under 
CEQA and Commission regulations.  

If the Commission approves this project, staff recommends the following Conditions of 
Certification be incorporated to at least provide some level of biological impact 
reduction. 

The project applicant intends to perform vegetation mapping and update the wetland 
delineation of the revised impact area in the spring of 2010. Additional information from 
these studies will assist the applicant and Commission staff to adjust the 
implementation of the required mitigation. Given the assumption and existing evidence 
that the habitat across the entire ROW is similar staff does not anticipate new survey 
results to be substantially different from prior results. Therefore the recommended 
mitigation will not likely change even after surveys are completed. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES C.2-88 March 2010 



DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST SELECTION1 
BIO-1 The project owner shall assign at least one Designated Biologist to the 

project. The project owner shall submit the resume of the proposed 
Designated Biologist, with at least three references and contact information, 
to the Energy Commission Compliance Project Manager (CPM) and BLM’s 
Authorized Officer for approval.  

The Designated Biologist must meet the following minimum qualifications: 

• Bachelor's degree in biological sciences, zoology, botany, ecology, or a 
closely related field;  

• Three years of experience in field biology or current certification of a 
nationally recognized biological society, such as The Ecological Society of 
America or The Wildlife Society; and 

• At least one year of field experience with biological resources found in or 
near the project area. 

In lieu of the above requirements, the resume shall demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer, that the proposed 
Designated Biologist or alternate has the appropriate training and background 
to effectively implement the conditions of certification. 

Verification: Verification: No fewer than 30 days prior to construction-related ground 
disturbance, the Designated Biologists shall complete a USFWS Desert Tortoise 
Authorized Biologist Request Form 
(www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines) and submit it to the USFWS, 
BLM’s Authorized Officer, and the CPM for review and final approval.  

The project owner shall submit the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer-approved 
Designated Biologist within seven days of receiving the Energy Commission Decision. 
No construction-related or decommissioning/project closure ground disturbance, 
grading, boring, or trenching shall commence until an approved Designated Biologist is 
available to be on site. 

If a Designated Biologist needs to be replaced, the specified information of the 
proposed replacement must be submitted to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer at 
least ten working days prior to the termination or release of the preceding Designated 
Biologist. In an emergency, the project owner shall immediately notify the CPM and 

                                            
1 USFWS <www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines/docs/dt> designates biologists who 

are approved to handle tortoises as “Authorized Biologists.” Such biologists have demonstrated to the 
USFWS that they possess sufficient desert tortoise knowledge and experience to handle and move 
tortoises appropriately, and have received USFWS approval. Authorized Biologists are permitted to then 
approve specific monitors to handle tortoises, at their discretion. The California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) must also approve such biologists, potentially including individual approvals for monitors 
approved by the Authorized Biologist. Designated Biologists are the equivalent of Authorized 
Biologists. Only Designated Biologists and certain Biological Monitors who have been approved by the 
Designated Biologist would be allowed to handle desert tortoises. 
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BLM’s Authorized Officer to discuss the qualifications and approval of a short-term 
replacement while a permanent Designated Biologist is proposed to the CPM and 
BLM’s Authorized Officer for consideration. 

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST DUTIES 
BIO-2 The project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist performs the 

following during any site (or related facilities) mobilization, ground 
disturbance, grading, construction, operation, closure, and restoration 
activities. The Designated Biologist may be assisted by the approved 
Biological Monitor(s) but remains the contact for the project owner, BLM’s 
Authorized Officer, and CPM. The Designated Biologist Duties shall include 
the following: 
1. Advise the project owner's Construction and Operation Managers on the 

implementation of the biological resources conditions of certification; 

2. Consult on the preparation of the Biological Resources Mitigation 
Implementation and Monitoring Plan (BRMIMP) to be submitted by the 
project owner; 

3. Be available to directly supervise, conduct and coordinate mitigation, 
monitoring, and other biological resources compliance efforts, particularly 
in areas requiring avoidance of sensitive biological resources, such as 
special status species or their habitat;  

4. Clearly mark sensitive biological resource areas to be avoided and 
inspect these areas at appropriate intervals for compliance with 
regulatory terms and conditions;  

5. Inspect active construction areas where animals may have become 
trapped prior to construction commencing each day. At the end of the 
day, inspect for the installation of structures that prevent entrapment or 
allow escape during periods of construction inactivity. Periodically inspect 
areas with high vehicle activity (e.g., parking lots) for animals in harm’s 
way; 

6. Notify the project owner, BLM’s Authorized Officer, and the CPM of any 
non-compliance with any biological resources condition of certification;  

7. Respond directly to inquiries of BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM 
regarding biological resource issues; 

8. Maintain daily written records of the tasks specified above and those 
included in the BRMIMP. Summaries of these records shall be submitted 
in the Monthly Compliance Report and the Annual Compliance Report; 
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9. Train the Biological Monitors as appropriate, and ensure their familiarity 
with the BRMIMP, Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
training, all permits, and USFWS guidelines on desert tortoise surveys 
and handling procedures 
<www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines>; and 

10. Maintain the ability to be in regular, direct communication with 
representatives of CDFG, USFWS, BLM’s Authorized Officer, and CPM, 
including notifying these agencies of dead or injured special status 
species and reporting special status species observations to the 
California Natural Diversity Database.  

Verification: The Designated Biologist shall submit in the Monthly Compliance 
Report to the BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM copies of all written reports and 
summaries that document biological resources activities. If actions may affect biological 
resources during operation, a Designated Biologist shall be available for monitoring and 
reporting. During project operation, the Designated Biologist shall submit record 
summaries in the Annual Compliance Report unless their duties cease, as approved by 
BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. 

BIOLOGICAL MONITOR QUALIFICATIONS 
BIO-3 The project owner’s BLM- and CPM-approved Designated Biologist shall 

submit the resume, at least three references, and contact information of the 
proposed Biological Monitors to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM for 
approval. The monitors’ resumes shall demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the 
CPM, the appropriate education and experience to accomplish the assigned 
biological resource tasks. The Biological Monitor is the equivalent of the 
USFWS designated Desert Tortoise Monitor (USFWS 2008). The project 
owner must hire sufficient biological monitors to ensure that all perimeter 
fence construction and initial grading and ground disturbance activity is 
directly monitored to avoid impacts to special status species or sensitive 
vegetation communities that are slated for preservation on the site. 

Biological Monitor(s) training by the Designated Biologist shall include 
familiarity with the conditions of certification, BRMIMP, WEAP, all permits, 
and USFWS guidelines on desert tortoise surveys and handling procedures 
<www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfor/protocols_guidelines>.  

Verification: The project owner shall submit the specified information to BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM for approval at least 30 days prior to the start of any 
project-related site disturbance activities. The Designated Biologist shall submit a 
written statement to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM confirming that individual 
Biological Monitor(s) have been trained including the date when training was completed. 
If additional biological monitors are needed during construction the specified information 
shall be submitted to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM for approval at least 10 
days prior to their first day of monitoring activities. 
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BIOLOGICAL MONITOR DUTIES 
BIO-4 The Biological Monitors shall assist the Designated Biologist in conducting 

surveys and in monitoring of site mobilization activities, construction-related 
ground disturbance, grading, boring or trenching. The Designated Biologist 
shall remain the contact for the Project owner, BLM’s Authorized Officer and 
the CPM.  

Verification: The Designated Biologist shall submit in the Monthly Compliance 
Report to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM and copies of all written reports and 
summaries that document biological resources compliance activities, including those 
conducted by Biological Monitors. If actions may affect biological resources during 
operation a Biological Monitor, under the supervision of the Designated Biologist, shall 
be available for monitoring and reporting. During Project operation, the Designated 
Biologist shall submit record summaries in the Annual Compliance Report unless their 
duties cease, as approved by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM.  

DESIGNATED BIOLOGIST AND BIOLOGICAL MONITOR AUTHORITY 
BIO-5 The Project owner's construction/operation manager shall act on the advice of 

the Designated Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) to ensure conformance 
with the biological resources conditions of certification. The Designated 
Biologist shall have the authority to immediately stop any activity that is not in 
compliance with these conditions and/or order any reasonable measure to 
avoid take of an individual of a listed species. If required by the Designated 
Biologist and Biological Monitor(s) the Project owner's construction/operation 
manager shall halt all site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, boring, 
trenching and operation activities in areas specified by the Designated 
Biologist. The Designated Biologist shall: 
1. Require a halt to all activities in any area when determined that there 

would be an unauthorized adverse impact to biological resources if the 
activities continued; 

2. Inform the Project owner and the construction/operation manager when to 
resume activities; and 

3. Notify BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM and if there is a halt of any 
activities and advise them of any corrective actions that have been taken 
or would be instituted as a result of the work stoppage. 

If the Designated Biologist is unavailable for direct consultation, the Biological 
Monitor shall act on behalf of the Designated Biologist. 

Verification: The Project owner shall ensure that the Designated Biologist or 
Biological Monitor notifies BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM immediately (and no 
later than the morning following the incident, or Monday morning in the case of a 
weekend) of any non-compliance or a halt of any site mobilization, ground disturbance, 
grading, construction, and operation activities. The Project owner shall notify BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM of the circumstances and actions being taken to 
resolve the problem. 
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Whenever corrective action is taken by the Project owner, a determination of success or 
failure would be made by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM within five working 
days after receipt of notice that corrective action is completed, or the Project owner 
would be notified by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM that coordination with other 
agencies would require additional time before a determination can be made.  

WORKER ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS PROGRAM (WEAP) 
BIO-6 The project owner shall develop and implement an RSPP-specific Worker 

Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) and shall secure approval for the 
WEAP from BLM’s Authorized Officer, USFWS, CDFG, and the CPM. The 
WEAP shall be administered to all onsite personnel including surveyors, 
construction engineers, employees, contractors, contractor’s employees, 
supervisors, inspectors, subcontractors, and delivery personnel. The WEAP 
shall be implemented during site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, 
construction, operation, and decommissioning/project closure. The WEAP 
shall: 
1. Be developed by or in consultation with the Designated Biologist and 

consist of an on-site or training center presentation in which supporting 
electronic media and written material, including wallet-sized cards with 
summary information on special status species and sensitive biological 
resources and vegetation communities, is made available to all 
participants; 

2. Discuss the locations and types of sensitive biological resources on the 
project site and adjacent areas, explain the reasons for protecting these 
resources, provide information to participants that no snakes, reptiles, or 
other wildlife shall be harmed, and the function of flagging that marks 
designating sensitive resources to be avoided and authorized work areas;  

3. Place special emphasis on desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, and 
western burrowing owl including information on physical characteristics, 
distribution, behavior, ecology, sensitivity to human activities, legal 
protection and status, penalties for violations, reporting requirements, and 
protection measures;  

4. Include a discussion of fire prevention measures to be implemented by 
workers during project activities; request workers to dispose of cigarettes 
and cigars appropriately and not leave them on the ground or buried; 

5. Describe the various temporary and permanent habitat protection 
measures to be implemented at the project site;  

6. Identify whom to contact if there are further comments and questions 
about the material discussed in the program; and 

7. Include a training acknowledgment form to be signed by each worker 
indicating that they received the WEAP training and shall abide by the 
guidelines. 
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The specific program can be administered by a competent individual(s) 
acceptable to the Designated Biologist. 

Verification: Within seven days of publication of the Energy Commission’s License 
Decision, or the Record of Decision/ROW Issuance, whichever comes first, the project 
owner shall provide to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM a copy of the final WEAP 
and all supporting written materials and electronic media prepared or reviewed by the 
Designated Biologist and a resume of the person(s) administering the program.  

The project owner shall provide in the Monthly Compliance Report the number of 
persons who have completed the training in the prior month and a running total of all 
persons who have completed the training to date. At least 10 days prior to site and 
related facilities mobilization, the project owner shall submit two copies of the BLM- and 
CPM-approved final WEAP. 

Signed training acknowledgement forms from construction personnel shall be kept on 
file and a copy kept on the project site by the project owner for at least six months after 
the start of commercial operation. 

Throughout the life of the project, the worker education program shall be repeated 
annually for permanent employees, and shall be routinely administered within one week 
of arrival to any new construction personnel, foremen, contractors, subcontractors, and 
other personnel potentially working within the project area. Upon completion of the 
orientation, employees shall sign a form stating that they attend the program and 
understand all protection measures. These forms shall be maintained by the project 
owner and shall be made available to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CMP upon 
request. Workers shall receive and be required to visibly display a hardhat sticker or 
certificate that they have completed the training. 

During project operation, signed statements for operational personnel shall be kept on 
file for six months following the termination of an individual's employment. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND 
MONITORING PLAN (BRMIMP) 
BIO-7 The project owner shall develop a BRMIMP and submit two copies of the 

proposed BRMIMP to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM (for review and 
approval) and shall implement the measures identified in the approved 
BRMIMP. The BRMIMP shall incorporate avoidance and minimization 
measures described in Commission and BLM-approved final versions of the 
Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan, Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Relocation/Translocation Plan, American Badger and Desert Kit Fox 
Relocation/Translocation Plan, Raven Monitoring, Management, and Control 
Plan, Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan, the Weed Management 
Plan, Revegetation Plan, and the Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan. 
The BRMIMP shall be prepared in consultation with the Designated Biologist 
and shall and shall include detailed descriptions of the following: 
1. All biological resources mitigation, monitoring, and compliance measures 

proposed and agreed to by the project owner; 
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2. All biological resources conditions of certification identified as necessary 
to avoid or mitigate impacts; 

3. All biological resource mitigation, monitoring and compliance measures 
required in federal agency terms and conditions, such as those provided 
in the USFWS Biological Opinion; 

4. All sensitive biological resources to be impacted, avoided, or mitigated by 
project construction, operation, and decommissioning/closure activities; 

5. All required mitigation measures for each sensitive biological resource; 

6. A detailed description of measures that shall be taken to avoid or mitigate 
temporary disturbances from construction and decommissioning/project 
closure activities; 

7. All locations on up-to-date maps, at an approved scale, of sensitive 
biological resource areas subject to disturbance and areas requiring 
temporary and permanent protection and avoidance during construction, 
operation, and decommissioning/project closure; 

8. Aerial photographs, at an approved scale, of all areas to be disturbed 
during project construction activities; include one set prior to any 
construction mobilization or site disturbance and one set subsequent to 
completion of project construction. Provide planned timing of aerial 
photography and a description of why times were chosen. Provide a final 
accounting of the estimated and actual impact acreage and a 
determination of whether additional habitat compensation is necessary in 
the Construction Termination Report; 

9. Duration for each type of monitoring and a description of monitoring 
methodologies and frequency; 

10. Performance standards to be used to help decide if/when proposed 
mitigation and conditions are or are not successful; 

11. All performance standards and remedial measures to be implemented if 
performance standards are not met including adaptive management 
guidelines for changing monitoring or mitigation procedures as 
necessary; 

12. A discussion of biological resources-related facility closure measures 
including a description of funding mechanism(s) for restoration of the site 
after closure;  

13. A process for proposing plan modifications to the CPM, BLM’s Authorized 
Officer, and appropriate agencies for review and approval; and 
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14. A requirement to submit any sightings of any special-status species that 
are observed on or in proximity to the project site, or during project 
surveys, to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) per 
CDFG requirements. 

Verification: The project owner shall submit the BRMIMP to BLM’s Authorized 
Officer and the CPM at least 30 days prior to start of any project-related construction 
mobilization and construction-related ground disturbance, grading, boring, and 
trenching. The BRMIMP shall contain all of the required measures included in all 
biological conditions of certification. No ground disturbance may occur prior to approval 
of the final BRMIMP by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. 

If there are any permits that have not yet been received when the BRMIMP is first 
submitted, these permits shall be submitted to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM 
within five days of their receipt, and the BRMIMP shall be revised or supplemented to 
reflect the permit condition within at least 10 days of their receipt by the project owner. 
10 days prior to site and related facilities mobilization the revised BRMIMP shall be 
resubmitted to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. 

To verify the extent of construction disturbance does not exceed that described in this 
analysis, the project owner shall submit aerial photographs, at an approved scale, taken 
before and after construction to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer. The first set of 
aerial photographs reflecting site conditions prior to any preconstruction site 
mobilization and construction-related ground disturbance, grading, boring, and trenching 
shall be submitted at least 60 days prior to initiation of such activities. The second set of 
aerial photographs shall be taken subsequent to completion of construction, and shall 
be submitted to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer no later than 90 days after 
completion of construction. 

Any changes to the approved BRMIMP must also be approved by BLM’s Authorized 
Officer and the CPM in consultation with USFWS. 

Implementation of BRMIMP measures (construction activities that were monitored, 
species observed, intervention measures taken) would be reported in the Monthly 
Compliance Reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 days after completion of 
project construction, the project owner shall provide to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the 
CPM, for review and approval, a written construction termination report identifying which 
items of the BRMIMP have been completed, a summary of all modifications to mitigation 
measures made during the project's site mobilization, ground disturbance, grading, 
boring, trenching, and construction phases, and which mitigation and monitoring items 
are still outstanding. 

IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES (BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES) 
BIO-8  The Project owner shall undertake the following measures to manage the 

construction site and related facilities in a manner to avoid or minimize 
impacts to biological resources: 
1. Limit Disturbance Areas. The boundaries of all areas to be disturbed 

(including staging areas, access roads, and sites for temporary 
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placement of spoils) shall be delineated with stakes and flagging prior to 
construction activities in consultation with the Designated Biologist. Spoils 
and topsoil shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas lacking native 
vegetation and which do not provide habitat for special-status species. 
Parking areas, staging and disposal site locations shall similarly be 
located in areas without native vegetation or special-status species 
habitat. All disturbances, Project vehicles and equipment shall be 
confined to the flagged areas.  

2. Minimize Road Caused Impacts. New and existing roads that are planned 
for construction, widening, or other improvements shall not extend 
beyond the flagged impact area as described above. All vehicles passing 
or turning around would do so within the planned impact area or in 
previously disturbed areas. Where new access is required outside of 
existing roads or the construction zone, the route shall be clearly marked 
(i.e., flagged and/or staked) prior to the onset of construction. 

3. Minimize Traffic Impacts. Vehicular traffic during Project construction and 
operation shall be confined to existing routes of travel to and from the 
Project site, and cross country vehicle and equipment use outside 
designated work areas shall be prohibited. The speed limit shall not 
exceed 25 miles per hour within the Project area, on maintenance roads 
for linear facilities, or on access roads to the Project site.  

4. Monitor During Construction. In areas that have not been fenced with 
desert tortoise exclusion fencing and cleared, the Designated Biologist 
shall be present at the construction site during all Project activities that 
have potential to disturb soil, vegetation, and wildlife. The Designated 
Biologist or Biological Monitor shall walk immediately ahead of equipment 
during brushing and grading activities. 

5. Minimize Impacts of Transmission/Pipeline Alignments, Roads, Staging 
Areas. Staging areas for construction on the plant site shall be within the 
area that has been fenced with desert tortoise exclusion fencing and 
cleared. For construction activities outside of the plant site (transmission 
line, pipeline alignments) access roads, pulling sites, and storage and 
parking areas shall be designed, installed, and maintained with the goal 
of minimizing impacts to native plant communities and sensitive biological 
resources. Transmission lines and all electrical components shall be 
designed, installed, and maintained in accordance with the Avian Power 
Line Interaction Committee’s (APLIC’s) Suggested Practices for Avian 
Protection on Power Lines (APLIC 2006) and Mitigating Bird Collisions 
with Power Lines (APLIC 2004) to reduce the likelihood of large bird 
electrocutions and collisions.  

6. Avoid Use of Toxic Substances. Soil bonding and weighting agents used 
on unpaved surfaces shall be non-toxic to wildlife and plants. 
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7. Minimize Lighting Impacts. Facility lighting shall be designed, installed, 
and maintained to prevent side casting of light towards wildlife habitat.  

8. Avoid Vehicle Impacts to Desert Tortoise. Parking and storage shall 
occur within the area enclosed by desert tortoise exclusion fencing to the 
extent feasible. No vehicles or construction equipment parked outside the 
fenced area shall be moved prior to an inspection of the ground beneath 
the vehicle for the presence of desert tortoise. If a desert tortoise is 
observed, it would be left to move on its own. If it does not move within 
15 minutes, a Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor under the 
Designated Biologist’s direct supervision may remove and relocate the 
animal to a safe location if temperatures are within the range described in 
the USFWS’ 2009 Desert Tortoise Field Manual 
(http://www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines 

9. Avoid Wildlife Pitfalls:  
a. Backfill Trenches. At the end of each work day, the Designated 

Biologist shall ensure that all potential wildlife pitfalls (trenches, bores, 
and other excavations) outside the area fenced with desert tortoise 
exclusion fencing have been backfilled. If backfilling is not feasible, all 
trenches, bores, and other excavations shall be sloped at a 3:1 ratio 
at the ends to provide wildlife escape ramps, or covered completely to 
prevent wildlife access, or fully enclosed with desert tortoise-exclusion 
fencing. All trenches, bores, and other excavations outside the areas 
permanently fenced with desert tortoise exclusion fencing shall be 
inspected periodically throughout the day and at the end of each 
workday by the Designated Biologist or a Biological Monitor. Should a 
tortoise or other wildlife become trapped, the Designated Biologist or 
Biological Monitor shall remove and relocate the individual as 
described in the Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan. Any 
wildlife encountered during the course of construction shall be allowed 
to leave the construction area unharmed. 

b. Avoid Entrapment of Desert Tortoise. Any construction pipe, culvert, 
or similar structure with a diameter greater than three inches, stored 
less than eight inches aboveground and within desert tortoise habitat 
(i.e., outside the permanently fenced area) for one or more nights, 
shall be inspected for tortoises before the material is moved, buried or 
capped. As an alternative, all such structures may be capped before 
being stored outside the fenced area, or placed on pipe racks. These 
materials would not need to be inspected or capped if they are stored 
within the permanently fenced area after the clearance surveys have 
been completed. 

10. Minimize Standing Water. Water applied to dirt roads and construction 
areas (trenches or spoil piles) for dust abatement shall use the minimal 
amount needed to meet safety and air quality standards in an effort to 
prevent the formation of puddles, which could attract desert tortoises and 
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common ravens to construction sites. A Biological Monitor shall patrol 
these areas to ensure water does not puddle and shall take appropriate 
action to reduce water application where necessary. 

11. Dispose of Road-killed Animals. Road killed animals or other carcasses 
detected on roads near the Project area shall be picked up immediately 
and delivered to the Biological Monitor. For special-status species 
roadkill, the Biological Monitor shall contact CDFG within 1 working day 
of receipt of the carcass for guidance on disposal or storage of the 
carcass. The Biological Monitor shall report the special-status species 
record as described in BIO-10 below. 

12. Minimize Spills of Hazardous Materials. All vehicles and equipment shall 
be maintained in proper working condition to minimize the potential for 
fugitive emissions of motor oil, antifreeze, hydraulic fluid, grease, or other 
hazardous materials. The Designated Biologist shall be informed of any 
hazardous spills immediately as directed in the Project Hazardous 
Materials Plan. Hazardous spills shall be immediately cleaned up and the 
contaminated soil properly disposed of at a licensed facility. Servicing of 
construction equipment shall take place only at a designated area. 
Service/maintenance vehicles shall carry a bucket and pads to absorb 
leaks or spills. 

13. Worker Guidelines. During construction all trash and food-related waste 
shall be placed in self-closing containers and removed daily from the site. 
Workers shall not feed wildlife or bring pets to the Project site. Except for 
law enforcement personnel, no workers or visitors to the site shall bring 
firearms or weapons. Vehicular traffic shall be confined to existing routes 
of travel to and from the Project site, and cross country vehicle and 
equipment use outside designated work areas shall be prohibited. The 
speed limit when traveling on dirt access routes within desert tortoise 
habitat shall not exceed 25 miles per hour. 

14. Implement Erosion Control Measures. Standard erosion control 
measures shall be implemented for all phases of construction and 
operation where sediment run-off from exposed slopes threatens to enter 
“Waters of the State”. Sediment and other flow-restricting materials shall 
be moved to a location where they shall not be washed back into the 
stream. All disturbed soils and roads within the Project site shall be 
stabilized to reduce erosion potential, both during and following 
construction. Areas of disturbed soils (access and staging areas) with 
slopes toward a drainage shall be stabilized to reduce erosion potential. 

15. Monitor Ground Disturbing Activities Prior to Pre-Construction Site 
Mobilization. If pre-construction site mobilization requires ground-
disturbing activities such as for geotechnical borings or hazardous waste 
evaluations, a Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor shall be present 
to monitor any actions that could disturb soil, vegetation, or wildlife. 
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16. Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas. The Project owner shall 
prepare and implement a Revegetation Plan to restore all areas subject 
to temporary disturbance to pre-project grade and conditions. 
Temporarily disturbed areas within the Project area include, but are not 
limited to: all proposed location for linear facilities, temporary access 
roads, construction work temporary lay-down areas, and construction 
equipment staging areas. The Revegetation Plan shall include a 
description of topsoil salvage and seeding techniques and a monitoring 
and reporting plan, and the following performance standards by the end 
of monitoring year 2: 

• At least 80 percent of the species observed within the temporarily 
disturbed areas shall be native species that naturally occur in desert 
scrub habitats; and 

• Relative cover and density of plant species within the temporarily 
disturbed areas shall equal at least 60 percent. 

Verification: All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be 
included in the BRMIMP and implemented. Implementation of the measures would be 
reported in the Monthly Compliance Reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 
days after completion of Project construction, the Project owner shall provide to BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM, for review and approval, a written construction 
termination report identifying how measures have been completed. 

No less than 30 days following the publication of the Energy Commission License 
Decision or the Record of Decision/ROW Issuance, whichever comes first, the project 
owner shall submit to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer a final agency-approved 
Revegetation Plan that has been reviewed and approved by BLM’s Authorized Officer 
and the CPM. All modifications to the Revegetation Plan shall be made only after 
approval from BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. 

Within 30 days after completion of project construction, the project owner shall provide 
to the CPM for review and approval, a written report identifying which items of the 
Revegetation Plan have been completed, a summary of all modifications to mitigation 
measures made during the project’s construction phase, and which items are still 
outstanding.  

On January 31st of each year following construction until the completion of the 
revegetation monitoring specified in the Revegetation Plan, the Designated Biologist 
shall provide a report to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer that includes: a 
summary of revegetation activities for the year, a discussion of whether revegetation 
performance standards for the year were met; and recommendations for revegetation 
remedial action, if warranted, are planned for the upcoming year. 

DESERT TORTOISE RELOCATION/TRANSLOCATION PLAN 
BIO-9 The project owner shall develop and implement a final Desert Tortoise 

Relocation/Translocation Plan (Plan) that is consistent with current USFWS 
approved guidelines, and meets the approval of BLM, USFWS, CDFG, and 
Energy Commission staff. The final Plan shall be based on the draft Desert 
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Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan prepared by the applicant dated 
January 2010 (SM 2010a) and shall include all revisions deemed necessary 
by BLM, USFWS, CDFG, and the Energy Commission staff. The USFWS is 
currently drafting relocation/translocation guidelines specifically for the RSPP 
site. The final plan shall include all components of the USFWS guidelines. 

Verification: Within 30 days of any ground disturbance activities, the project owner 
shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM with the final version of a Desert 
Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan that has been reviewed and approved by BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM in consultation with USFWS and CDFG. All 
modifications to the approved Plan shall be made only after approval by BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM, in consultation with USFWS and CDFG.  

Within 30 days after initiation of relocation and/or translocation activities, the Designated 
Biologist shall provide to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM for review and 
approval, a written report identifying which items of the Plan have been completed, and 
a summary of all modifications to measures made during implementation of the Plan. 

DESERT TORTOISE CLEARANCE SURVEYS AND EXCLUSION 
FENCING 
BIO-10 The project owner shall undertake appropriate measures to manage the 

construction site and related facilities in a manner to avoid or minimize 
impacts to desert tortoise. Methods for clearance surveys, fence specification 
and installation, tortoise handling, artificial burrow construction, egg handling 
and other procedures would be consistent with those described in the 
USFWS 2009 Desert Tortoise Manual 
(<http://www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines>) or more 
current guidance provided by CDFG and USFWS. The project owner shall 
also implement all terms and conditions described in the Biological Opinion 
prepared by USFWS. These measures include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 
1. Fence Installation. To avoid impacts to desert tortoises, permanent desert 

tortoise exclusion fencing shall be installed along the permanent perimeter 
security fence and temporarily installed along the utility corridors. The 
proposed alignments for the permanent perimeter fence and utility rights-
of-way (ROW) fencing shall be flagged and surveyed within 24 hours prior 
to the initiation of fence construction. Clearance surveys of the perimeter 
fence and utility ROW alignments shall be conducted by the Designated 
Biologist(s) using techniques approved by the USFWS and CDFG and 
may be conducted in any season with USFWS and CDFG approval. 
Biological Monitors may assist the Designated Biologist under his or her 
supervision. These fence clearance surveys shall provide 100-percent 
coverage of all areas to be disturbed and an additional transect along both 
sides of the fence line. This fence line transect will cover an area 
approximately 90 feet wide centered on the fence alignment. Transects 
would be no greater than 15 feet apart. All desert tortoise burrows, and 
burrows constructed by other species that might be used by desert 
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tortoises, shall be examined to assess occupancy of each burrow by 
desert tortoises and handled in accordance with USFWS 2009 Desert 
Tortoise Field Manual. 
a. Timing, Supervision of Fence Installation. The exclusionary fencing 

shall be installed prior to the onset of site clearing and grubbing. The 
fence installation shall be supervised by the Designated Biologist and 
monitored by the Biological Monitors to ensure the safety of any 
tortoise present. 

b. Fence Material and Installation. The permanent tortoise exclusionary 
fencing shall be constructed in accordance with the USFWS 2009 
Desert Tortoise Field Manual (Chapter 8 – Desert Tortoise Exclusion 
Fence). 

c. Security Gates. Security gates shall be designed with minimal ground 
clearance to deter ingress by tortoises. The gates may be 
electronically activated to open and close immediately after the 
vehicle(s) have entered or exited to prevent the gates from being kept 
open for long periods of time. Cattle grating designed to safely exclude 
desert tortoise shall be installed at the gated entries to discourage 
tortoises from gaining entry 

d. Utility Corridor Fencing. The utility rights-of-way shall be temporarily 
fenced on each side of the right-of-way prior to ground disturbing 
activities to prevent desert tortoise entry during construction. 
Temporary fencing must follow guidelines for permanent fencing and 
supporting stakes shall be sufficiently spaced to maintain fence 
integrity.  

e. Fence Inspections. Following installation of the desert tortoise 
exclusion fencing for both the permanent site fencing and temporary 
fencing in the utility corridors, the fencing shall be regularly inspected. 
If tortoise were moved out of harm’s way during fence construction, 
permanent and temporary fencing shall be inspected at least two times 
a day for the first seven days to ensure a recently moved tortoise has 
not been trapped within the fence. Thereafter, permanent fencing shall 
be inspected monthly and within 24 hours following all major rainfall 
events. Any damage to the fencing shall be temporarily repaired 
immediately to keep tortoises out of the site, and permanently repaired 
within 48 hours of observing damage. Inspections of permanent site 
fencing shall occur for the life of the project. Temporary fencing shall 
be inspected weekly and, where drainages intersect the fencing, during 
and within 24 hours following major rainfall events. All temporary 
fencing shall be repaired immediately upon discovery and, if the fence 
may have permitted tortoise entry while damaged, the Designated 
Biologist shall inspect the area for tortoise. 

2. Clearance Surveys. Following construction of the permanent perimeter 
security fence and the attached tortoise exclusion fence, the permanently 
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fenced area shall be cleared of tortoises by the Designated Biologist, who 
may be assisted by Biological Monitors. Clearance surveys shall be 
conducted in accordance with the USFWS 2009 Desert Tortoise Field 
Manual (Chapter 6 – Clearance Survey Protocol for the Desert Tortoise – 
Mojave Population) and shall consist of two surveys covering 100 percent 
of the project area by walking transects no more than 15 feet apart. If a 
desert tortoise is located on the second survey, a third survey shall be 
conducted. Each separate survey shall be walked in a different direction to 
allow opposing angles of observation. Clearance surveys may only be 
conducted when tortoises are most active (April through May or 
September through October). Surveys outside of these time periods 
require approval by USFWS and CDFG. Any tortoise located during 
clearance surveys shall be relocated and monitored in accordance with 
the Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan. Vegetation salvage 
operations shall not begin until the area is deemed free of desert tortoises. 
a. Burrow Searches. During clearance surveys all potential desert tortoise 

burrows and burrows constructed by other species that might be used 
by desert tortoises, shall be examined by the Designated Biologist, 
who may be assisted by the Biological Monitors, to assess occupancy 
of each burrow by desert tortoises and handled in accordance with the 
USFWS 2009 Desert Tortoise Field Manual. To prevent reentry by a 
tortoise or other wildlife, all burrows shall be collapsed once absence 
has been determined. Tortoises taken from burrows and from 
elsewhere on the site shall be relocated or translocated as described in 
the Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan. 

b. Burrow Excavation/Handling. All potential desert tortoise burrows 
located during clearance surveys would be excavated by hand, 
tortoises removed, and collapsed or blocked to prevent occupation by 
desert tortoises. All desert tortoise handling and removal, and burrow 
excavations, including nests, would be conducted by the Designated 
Biologist who may be assisted by a Biological Monitor in accordance 
with the USFWS Desert Tortoise Field Manual.  

3. Monitoring During Clearing. Following the tortoise clearance and removal 
from the power plant site and utility corridors, workers and heavy 
equipment shall be allowed to enter the project site to perform vegetation 
salvage and earth work such as clearing, grubbing, leveling, and 
trenching. A Designated Biologist shall monitor clearing and grading 
activities to find and move tortoises missed during the initial tortoise 
clearance survey. Should a tortoise be discovered, it shall be relocated or 
translocated as described in the Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation 
Plan to an area approved by the Designated Biologist.  

4. Reporting. The Designated Biologist shall record the following information 
for any desert tortoises handled: a) the locations (narrative and maps) and 
dates of observation; b) general condition and health, including injuries, 
state of healing and whether desert tortoise voided their bladders; c) 
location moved from and location moved to (using GPS technology); d) 
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gender, carapace length, and diagnostic markings (i.e., identification 
numbers or marked lateral scutes); e) ambient temperature when handled 
and released; and f) digital photograph of each handled desert tortoise as 
described in the paragraph below. Desert tortoise moved from within 
project areas shall be marked and monitored in accordance with the 
Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation Plan.  

Verification: All mitigation measures and their implementation methods shall be 
included in the BRMIMP and implemented. Implementation of the measures shall be 
reported in the Monthly Compliance Reports by the Designated Biologist. Within 30 
days after completion of desert tortoise clearance surveys the Designated Biologist shall 
submit a report to BLM’s Authorized Officer, the CPM, USFWS, and CDFG describing 
how each of the mitigation measures described above has been satisfied. The report 
shall include the desert tortoise survey results, capture and release locations of any 
relocated desert tortoises, and any other information needed to demonstrate 
compliance with the measures described above. 

MOHAVE GROUND SQUIRREL CLEARANCE SURVEYS 
BIO-11 The project owner shall undertake appropriate measures to manage 

construction at the plant site and linear facilities in a manner to avoid or 
minimize impacts to Mohave ground squirrel. These measures include, but 
are not limited to the following: 

• Trapping in season prior to construction in order to translocate individual 
MGSs from the site, and 

• Monitoring the translocated MGS individuals . 

Energy Commission staff and CDFG are working on the details of this 
condition of certification. 

Verification: To be determined.  

DESERT TORTOISE AND MOHAVE GROUND SQUIRREL HABITAT 
COMPENSATORY MITIGATION AND CESA INCIDENTAL TAKE 
AUTHORIZATION  
BIO-12  To fully mitigate for habitat loss and potential take of desert tortoise, Mohave 

ground squirrel and other special status species, the RSPP owner shall 
provide compensatory mitigation at a 5:1 ratio for impacts to 2,002 acres or 
the area disturbed by the final Project footprint. The requirements for 
acquisition of 10,010 acres of compensation lands shall include the following: 
1. Responsibility for Acquisition of Lands: The responsibility for acquisition of 

lands may be delegated by written agreement from the Energy 
Commission to a third party, such as a non-governmental organization 
supportive of habitat conservation. Such delegation shall be subject to 
approval by the CPM in consultation with CDFG, BLM, and USFWS, prior 
to land acquisition, enhancement or management activities. If habitat 
disturbance exceeds that described in this analysis, the Project owner 
shall be responsible for funding acquisition, habitat improvements and 
long-term management of additional compensation lands or additional 
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funds required to compensate for any additional habitat disturbances. 
Additional funds shall be based on the adjusted market value of 
compensation lands at the time of construction to acquire and manage 
habitat. Water and mineral rights shall be included as part of the land 
acquisition. Agreements to delegate land acquisition to CDFG or an 
approved third party and to manage compensation lands shall be 
implemented within 18 months of the Energy Commission’s License 
Decision.  

2. Selection Criteria for Compensation Lands. The compensation lands 
selected for acquisition shall: 
a. be within the Western Mojave Desert, with potential to contribute to 

desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel habitat connectivity and 
build linkages between desert tortoise designated critical habitat, 
known populations of desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel, 
and/or other preserve lands;  

b. provide habitat for desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel with 
capacity to regenerate naturally when disturbances are removed;  

c. be near larger blocks of lands that are either already protected or 
planned for protection, or which could feasibly be protected long-term 
by a public resource agency or a non-governmental organization 
dedicated to habitat preservation; 

d. be connected to lands currently occupied by desert tortoise and 
Mohave ground squirrel, ideally with populations that are stable, 
recovering, or likely to recover;  

e. not have a history of intensive recreational use or other disturbance 
that might make habitat recovery and restoration infeasible; 

f. not be characterized by high densities of invasive species, either on or 
immediately adjacent to the parcels under consideration, that might 
jeopardize habitat recovery and restoration; and 

g. not contain hazardous wastes. 

3. Review and Approval of Compensation Lands Prior to Acquisition. A 
minimum of three months prior to acquisition of the property, the Project 
owner shall submit a formal acquisition proposal to the CPM, CDFG, 
USFWS and BLM describing the parcel(s) intended for purchase. This 
acquisition proposal shall discuss the suitability of the proposed parcel(s) 
as compensation lands for desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel in 
relation to the criteria listed above. Approval from the CPM, in consultation 
with CDFG, BLM, and the USFWS, shall be required for acquisition of all 
parcels comprising the 10,010 acres. 
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4. Commission Mitigation Security: The Project owner shall provide financial 
assurances to the CPM with copies of the document(s) to CDFG, BLM, 
and the USFWS, to guarantee that an adequate level of funding is 
available to implement the Energy Commission Complementary Mitigation 
Measures described in this condition. These funds shall be used solely for 
implementation of the measures associated with the RSPP. Alternatively, 
financial assurance can be provided to the CPM and CDFG in the form of 
an irrevocable letter of credit, a pledged savings account or another form 
of security (“Security”) prior to initiating ground-disturbing Project activities. 
Prior to submittal to the CPM, the Security shall be approved by the CPM, 
in consultation with CDFG, BLM, and the USFWS, to ensure funding in the 
amount of (TBD) be provided. This Security amount was calculated as 
follows and may be revised upon completion of a Property Analysis 
Record (PAR) or PAR-like analysis of the proposed compensation lands: 
a. land acquisition costs for compensation lands, calculated at TBD /acre 

= TBD; 

b. costs of initial habitat improvements to compensation lands, calculated 
at TBD/acre = TBD; and 

c. costs of establishing an endowment for long-term management of 
compensation lands, calculated at TBD/acre = TBD. 

5. Compensation Lands Acquisition Conditions: The Project owner shall 
comply with the following conditions relating to acquisition of the 
compensation lands after the CDFG and the CPM, in consultation with 
BLM and the USFWS, have approved the proposed compensation lands 
and received Security as applicable and as described above. 
a. Preliminary Report: The Project owner, or approved third party, shall 

provide a recent preliminary title report, initial hazardous materials 
survey report, biological analysis, and other necessary documents for 
the proposed 10,010 acres. All documents conveying or conserving 
compensation lands and all conditions of title/easement are subject to 
a field review and approval by the CPM, in consultation with CDFG, 
BLM, and the USFWS, California Department of General Services and, 
if applicable, the Fish and Game Commission and/or the Wildlife 
Conservation Board. 

b. Title/Conveyance: The Project owner shall transfer fee title or a 
conservation easement to the 10,010 acres of compensation lands to 
CDFG under terms approved by CDFG. Alternatively, a non-profit 
organization qualified to manage compensation lands (pursuant to 
California Government Code section 65965) and approved by CDFG 
and the CPM may hold fee title or a conservation easement over the 
habitat mitigation lands. If the approved non-profit organization holds 
title, a conservation easement shall be recorded in favor of CDFG in a 
form approved by CDFG. If the approved non-profit holds a 
conservation easement, CDFG shall be named a third party 
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beneficiary. If a Security is provided, the Project owner or an approved 
third party shall complete the proposed compensation lands acquisition 
within 18 months of the start of Project ground-disturbing activities. 

c. Initial Habitat Improvement Fund. The Project owner shall fund the 
initial protection and habitat improvement of the 10,010 acres. 
Alternatively, a non-profit organization may hold the habitat 
improvement funds if they are qualified to manage the compensation 
lands (pursuant to California Government Code section 65965) and if 
they meet the approval of CDFG and the CPM. If CDFG takes fee title 
to the compensation lands, the habitat improvement fund must go to 
CDFG. 

d. Long-term Management Endowment Fund. Prior to ground-disturbing 
Project activities, the Project owner shall provide to CDFG a non-
wasting capital endowment in the amount determined through the 
Property Analysis Record (PAR) or PAR-like analysis that would be 
conducted for the 10,010 acres. Alternatively, a non-profit organization 
may hold the endowment fees if they are qualified to manage the 
compensation lands (pursuant to California Government Code section 
65965) and if they meet the approval of CDFG and the CPM. If CDFG 
takes fee title to the compensation lands, the endowment must go to 
CDFG, where it would be held in the special deposit fund established 
pursuant to California Government Code section 16370. If the special 
deposit fund is not used to manage the endowment, the Desert 
Tortoise Preserve Committee or similarly approved entity identified by 
CDFG shall manage the endowment for CDFG and with CDFG 
supervision.  

e. Interest, Principal, and Pooling of Funds. The Project owner, CDFG 
and the CPM shall ensure that an agreement is in place with the 
endowment holder/manager to ensure the following conditions: 
i. Interest. Interest generated from the initial capital endowment shall 

be available for reinvestment into the principal and for the long-term 
operation, management, and protection of the approved 
compensation lands, including reasonable administrative overhead, 
biological monitoring, improvements to carrying capacity, law 
enforcement measures, and any other action approved by CDFG 
designed to protect or improve the habitat values of the 
compensation lands. 

ii. Withdrawal of Principal. The endowment principal shall not be 
drawn upon unless such withdrawal is deemed necessary by the 
CDFG or the approved third-party endowment manager to ensure 
the continued viability of the species on the 10,010 acres. If CDFG 
takes fee title to the compensation lands, monies received by 
CDFG pursuant to this provision shall be deposited in a special 
deposit fund established pursuant to Government Code section 
16370. If the special deposit fund is not used to manage the 
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endowment, the California Wildlife Foundation or similarly approved 
entity identified by CDFG would manage the endowment for CDFG 
with CDFG supervision. 

iii. Pooling Endowment Funds. CDFG, or a CPM and CDFG approved 
non-profit organization qualified to hold endowments pursuant to 
California Government Code section 65965, may pool the 
endowment with other endowments for the operation, management, 
and protection of the 10,010 acres for local populations of desert 
tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel. However, for reporting 
purposes, the endowment fund must be tracked and reported 
individually to the CDFG and CPM. 

iv. Reimbursement Fund. The Project owner shall provide 
reimbursement to CDFG or an approved third party for reasonable 
expenses incurred during title, easement, and documentation 
review; expenses incurred from other state or state approved 
federal agency reviews; and overhead related to providing 
compensation lands. 

The Project owner is responsible for all compensation lands 
acquisition/easement costs, including but not limited to, title and document 
review costs, as well as expenses incurred from other state agency 
reviews and overhead related to providing compensation lands to the 
department or approved third party; escrow fees or costs; environmental 
contaminants clearance; and other site cleanup measures. 

Verification: No less than 90 days prior to acquisition of the property, the Project 
owner shall submit a formal acquisition proposal to BLM’s Authorized Officer, the CPM, 
CDFG, and USFWS describing the parcels intended for purchase. 

No later than 18 months following the publication of the Energy Commission License 
Decision the Project owner shall provide written verification to BLM’s Authorized Officer, 
the CPM, USFWS and CDFG that the compensation lands or conservation easements 
have been acquired and recorded in favor of the approved recipient(s). Alternatively, no 
later than 30 days prior to beginning Project ground-disturbing activities, the Project 
owner shall provide written verification of Security in accordance with this condition of 
certification. If Security is provided, the Project owner, or an approved third party, shall 
complete and provide written verification of the proposed compensation lands 
acquisition within 18 months of the start of Project ground-disturbing activities. Within 
180 days of the land or easement purchase, as determined by the date on the title, the 
Project owner, or an approved third party, shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer, the 
CPM, CDFG and USFWS with a management plan for the compensation lands and 
associated funds. BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM shall review and approve the 
management plan, in consultation with CDFG and the USFWS. 

Within 90 days after completion of Project construction, the Project owner shall provide 
to the CPM and CDFG an analysis with the final accounting of the amount of habitat 
disturbed during Project construction.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES C.2-108 March 2010 



RAVEN MONITORING, MANAGEMENT, AND CONTROL PLAN  
BIO-13  The project owner shall implement a Raven Monitoring, Management, and 

Control Plan that is consistent with the most current USFWS-approved raven 
management guidelines, and which meets the approval of BLM’s Authorized 
Officer and the CPM, in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG. The draft 
Raven Monitoring, Management, and Control Plan submitted by the Applicant 
(SM 2010a) shall provide the basis for the final plan, subject to review and 
revisions from BLM’s Authorized Officer, the CPM, CDFG, and USFWS. The 
Raven Monitoring, Management, and Control Plan shall include a funding 
mechanism for support of the USFWS regional raven management program. 
The amount of that support is yet TBD. 

Verification: No less than 10 days prior to start of any Project-related ground 
disturbance activities, the Project owner shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer, the 
CPM, USFWS, and CDFG with the final version of a Common Raven Management 
Plan. The CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer would determine the plan’s acceptability 
within 15 days of receipt of the final plan. All modifications to the approved Raven 
Management Plan shall be made only with approval of BLM’s Authorized Officer and 
CPM in consultation with USFWS and CDFG 

Within 30 days after completion of Project construction, the Project owner shall provide 
to the CPM for review and approval, a written report identifying which items of the 
Raven Monitoring and Control Plan have been completed, a summary of all 
modifications to mitigation measures made during the Project’s construction phase, and 
which items are still outstanding. 

On January 31st of each year following construction the Designated Biologist shall 
provide a report to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer that includes: a summary of 
the results of raven management and control activities for the year; a discussion of 
whether raven control and management goals for the year were met; and 
recommendations for raven management activities for the upcoming year. 

PRE-CONSTRUCTION NEST SURVEYS AND IMPACT AVOIDANCE 
MEASURES 
BIO-14 Where practicable, ground-disturbing activities would be conducted outside 

the bird nesting season (February 1 through July 31). Pre-construction nest 
surveys shall be conducted if construction activities would occur from 
February 1 through July 31. The Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor 
conducting the surveys shall be experienced bird surveyors familiar with 
standard nest-locating techniques and shall perform surveys in accordance 
with the following guidelines: 
1) Surveys shall cover all potential nesting habitat in the project site and 

within 500 feet of the boundaries of the designated disturbance area and 
linear facilities; 

2) At least two pre-construction surveys shall be conducted, separated by a 
minimum 10-day interval. One of the surveys needs to be conducted 
within the 14-day period preceding initiation of construction activity. 
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Additional follow-up surveys may be required if periods of construction 
inactivity exceed three weeks, an interval during which birds may establish 
a nesting territory and initiate egg laying and incubation; 

3) If active nests are detected during the survey, a no-disturbance buffer 
zone (protected area surrounding the nest, the size of which is to be 
determined by the Designated Biologist in consultation with CDFG and 
BLM) and monitoring plan shall be developed. Nest locations shall be 
mapped using a geographic positioning system (GPS) and submitted, 
along with a summary report describing the survey results, to BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM; and 

4) The Designated Biologist shall monitor the nest until he or she determines 
that nestlings have fledged and dispersed or the nest is otherwise no 
longer active (abandoned). Activities that might, in the opinion of the 
Designated Biologist, disturb nesting activities, shall be prohibited within 
the buffer zone until such a determination is made.  

Verification: At least 10 days prior to the start of any project related ground 
disturbance activities, the project owner shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer and the 
CPM a letter-report describing the findings of the pre-construction nest surveys, 
including the time, date, and duration of the survey; identity and qualifications of the 
surveyor (s); and a list of species observed. If active nests are detected during the 
survey, the report shall include a map or aerial photo identifying the location of the nest 
and shall depict the boundaries of the no-disturbance buffer zone around the nest(s) 
that would be avoided during project construction. 

A weekly monitoring report shall be prepared by the designated biologist for as long as 
active nests are present on the site and sent to the BLM Authorized Officer, the CPM, 
and CDFG. The weekly monitoring report shall include the current status of any active 
nests and describe any construction activities taking place adjacent to the nest buffers. 
A final monitoring report shall be prepared that summarizes nest monitoring activities for 
the nesting season and summarizes outcomes for monitored nests. The weekly and 
final reports shall include a graphic showing the locations of all monitored nests. 

MONITORING IMPACTS OF SOLAR TECHNOLOGY ON BIRDS 

BIO-15  The project owner shall monitor the death and injury of birds from collisions 
with facility features such as reflective mirror-like surfaces and from heat, and 
bright light from concentrating sunlight. The study design shall be approved 
by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM in consultation with CDFG and 
USFWS, and shall be incorporated into the project’s BRMIMP and 
implemented. The monitoring should be conducted for a minimum of two 
years unless less monitoring can be justified. Following the first year of 
monitoring a decision will be made whether to continue monitoring for the 
second year. Following the second year of monitoring, and after considering 
the data and analysis, staff will determine whether more years are of 
monitoring are needed, or whether mitigation is needed. Carcass searches 
should be conducted weekly to determine whether birds are being killed or 
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injured by the facility. Carcass removal and searcher efficiency trials shall be 
conducted each year to determine if there is a carcass detection bias that 
would affect fatality numbers. The carcasses shall be photographed, 
collected, documented, and kept frozen until identified to species and 
checked to determine cause of death. The project owner will prepare a 
monitoring study plan to be approved by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the 
CPM in consultation with CDFG and USFWS. 

Verification: No less than 10 days following the publication of the Energy 
Commission License Decision or the Record of Decision/ROW Issuance, whichever 
comes first, the project owner shall submit to the CPM, BLM’s Authorized Officer, 
USFWS and CDFG a final Bird Monitoring Study. Modifications to the Bird Monitoring 
Study shall be made only after approval from BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. 

For one year following the beginning of power plant operation the Designated Biologist 
shall submit quarterly reports to BLM’s Authorized Officer, CPM, CDFG, and USFWS 
describing the dates, durations, and results of monitoring. The quarterly reports shall 
provide a detailed description of any Project-related bird or wildlife deaths or injuries 
detected during the monitoring study or at any other time. Following the completion of 
the fourth quarter of monitoring the Designated Biologist shall prepare an Annual Report 
that summarizes the year’s data, analyzes any Project-related bird fatalities or injuries 
detected, and provides recommendations for future monitoring and any adaptive 
management actions needed. The Annual Report shall be provided to the CPM, BLM’s 
Authorized Officer, CDFG, and USFWS. Quarterly reporting shall continue until BLM’s 
Authorized Officer and the CPM, in consultation with CDFG and USFWS determine 
whether more years of monitoring are needed, and whether mitigation and adaptive 
management measures are necessary. After the Bird Monitoring Study is determined by 
BLM’s Authorized Office and the CPM to be complete, the project owner or contractor 
shall prepare a paper that describes the study design and monitoring results to be 
submitted to a peer-reviewed scientific journal. Proof of submittal shall be provided to 
BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM within one year of concluding the monitoring 
study.  

AMERICAN BADGER AND DESERT KIT FOX IMPACT AVOIDANCE 
AND MINIMIZATION MEASURES  
BIO-16  To avoid direct impacts to American badgers and desert kit fox, pre-

construction surveys shall be conducted for these species concurrent with the 
desert tortoise surveys. Surveys shall be conducted as described below:  

Biological Monitors shall perform pre-construction surveys for badger and kit 
fox dens in the Project area, including areas within 250 feet of all Project 
facilities, utility corridors, and access roads. If dens are detected each den 
shall be classified as inactive, potentially active, or definitely active.  

Inactive dens that would be directly impacted by construction activities shall 
be excavated by hand and backfilled to prevent reuse by badgers or kit fox. 
Potentially and definitely active dens that would be directly impacted by 
construction activities shall be monitored by the Biological Monitor for three 
consecutive nights using a tracking medium (such as diatomaceous earth or 
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fire clay) and/or infrared camera stations at the entrance. If no tracks are 
observed in the tracking medium or no photos of the target species are 
captured after three nights, the den shall be excavated and backfilled by 
hand. If tracks are observed, the den shall be progressively blocked with 
natural materials (rocks, dirt, sticks, and vegetation piled in front of the 
entrance) for the next three to five nights to discourage the badger or kit fox 
from continued use. After verification that the den is unoccupied it shall then 
be excavated and backfilled by hand to ensure that no badgers or kit fox are 
trapped in the den. BLM approval may be required prior to release of badgers 
on public lands. 

Verification: The Project owner shall submit a report to the CPM and CDFG within 
30 days of completion of badger and kit fox surveys. The report shall describe survey 
methods, results, impact avoidance and minimization measures implemented, and the 
results of those measures.  

BURROWING OWL IMPACT AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION 
MEASURES 
BIO-17 The project owner shall implement the following measures to avoid, minimize 

and offset impacts to burrowing owls: 
1) Pre-Construction Surveys. The Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor 

shall conduct pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls in accordance 
with CDFG guidelines (California Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993). The 
survey area shall include the Project Disturbance Area and surrounding 
500 foot survey buffer. 

2) Finalize and Implement the Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan. 
If burrowing owls are detected within the Project Disturbance Area, the 
project owner shall implement measures described in an approved 
Burrowing Owl Translocation/Relocation Plan and shall meet the approval 
of BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM, in consultation with USFWS 
and CDFG. Since California Fish and Game Codes do not permit the 
active translocation of burrowing owls without a research permit, any 
burrowing owls within the Project Disturbance Area shall be passively 
relocated. CDFG shall be consulted on the most current guidelines for 
passive relocation of burrowing owls prior to any disturbance occurring to 
a burrow that may be impacted from construction activities.  

3) Timing of Site Grading and Offsite Land Preparation. In conjunction with 
the preconstruction surveys for burrowing owl described above, the project 
owner shall perform field surveys within a 1-mile buffer area surrounding 
the Project Disturbance Areas in order to record the number and location 
of existing, abandoned ground squirrel burrows for relocated owl use and 
the location of any offsite resident burrowing owls. Any existing small 
mammal burrows identified within the offsite areas shall be enhanced 
(enlarged or cleared of debris) or new burrows will be created (by 
installing artificial burrows) at a ratio of 2:1 on offsite lands. Therefore, the 
project owner shall provide at least two natural or artificial burrows per owl 
that will be relocated (CDFG 1995). If artificial burrows are deemed 
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necessary, they shall be installed during the non-breeding season and will 
be installed following Arizona Game and Fish Department burrowing owl 
management guidelines (Burrowing Owl Working Group 2007) which 
recommends that artificial burrows be placed within 100 meters of the 
original burrow.  

The project owner shall allow for approximately two weeks for the passive 
relocation process to take place and to allow relocated owls to acclimate 
to new, off-site burrows. The timing of the Project Disturbance Area 
grading and owl passive relocation shall be timed to coincide concurrently 
to the extent possible to discourage owls from moving back to the impact 
site. Staff recommends that once owls that would be impacted by project 
construction have been determined to have vacated their burrows, site 
grading must begin within five working days. If construction of the facility 
or transmission line is delayed for more than 30 days, a follow-up 
clearance survey for burrowing owl shall be performed.   

4) Implement Avoidance Measures. If an active burrowing owl burrow is 
detected within 500 feet from the Project Disturbance Area and 
Transmission Line and water pipeline Disturbance Area boundaries, the 
following avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented:  
a. Establish Non-Disturbance Buffer. Fencing shall be installed at a 250-

foot radius from the occupied burrow to create a non-disturbance 
buffer around the burrow. The non-disturbance buffer and fenceline 
may be reduced to 160 feet if all project-related activities that might 
disturb burrowing owls would be conducted during the non-breeding 
season (September 1st through January 31st). Following 
preconstruction surveys, owls and/or if active burrows are found in the 
Project Disturbance Areas (including transmission line), the 
appropriate non-disturbance buffer area described above shall be 
implemented. Signs shall be posted in English and Spanish at the 
fenceline indicating no entry or disturbance is permitted within the 
fenced buffer. 

b. Monitoring: If construction activities will occur within 500 feet of the 
occupied burrow during the nesting season (February 1 – August 31st) 
the Designated Biologist or Biological Monitor shall monitor to 
determine if these activities have potential to adversely affect nesting 
efforts, and shall make recommendations to minimize or avoid such 
disturbance. 

Verification: Within 30 days of any ground disturbing activities, the project owner 
shall submit to BLM’s Authorized Officer, the CPM, CDFG and USFWS an approved 
Burrowing Owl Relocation/Translocation Plan based on the applicant’s plan submitted in 
January 2010 (SM 2010a).  

Prior to the start of site mobilization activities, construction related ground disturbance, 
grading, boring, or trenching on the project site, the project owner shall submit to the 
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CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer, a final Burrowing Owl Relocation Area 
Management Plan that reflects review and approval by Energy Commission staff and 
BLM in consultation with CDFG and USFWS. 

If preconstruction surveys detect burrowing owls within 500 feet of proposed 
construction activities, the Designated Biologist shall provide to the CPM and BLM’s 
Authorized Officer documentation indicating that non-disturbance buffer fencing has 
been installed at least 10 days prior to the start of any project related site disturbance 
activities. The project owner shall report monthly to BLM’s Authorized Officer, the CPM, 
CDFG, and USFWS for the duration of construction on the implementation of burrowing 
owl avoidance and minimization measures. Within 30 days after completion of 
construction, the project owner shall provide to the CDFG, BLM’s Authorized Officer, 
and the CPM a written construction termination report identifying how mitigation 
measures described in the plan have been completed.  

On January 31st of each year following construction, the Designated Biologist shall 
provide a report to the CPM, BLM’s Authorized Officer, USFWS, and CDFG that 
describes the results of monitoring and management of the burrowing owl relocation 
area. 

LAKE OR STREAMBED IMPACT MINIMIZATION AND COMPENSATION 
MEASURES 
BIO-18  The project owner shall compensate for permanent impacts to waters of the 

state by implementing the following measures to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate for impacts to ephemeral drainages and waters of the state: 
1. Acquire Off-Site Desert Wash: The project owner shall acquire, in fee or in 

easement, a parcel or parcels of land that includes ephemeral washes 
with at least the number of acres of state jurisdictional waters determined 
in the verified delineation. The terms and conditions of this acquisition or 
easement shall be as described in Condition of Certification BIO-12 with 
the additional criteria that the desert wash mitigation lands: 1) include at 
least the number of acres of state jurisdictional waters determined in the 
verified delineation that will be impacted by the proposed project; 2) be 
characterized by similar soil permeability, hydrological and biological 
functions as the impacted drainages; and 3) be within the same watershed 
as the impacted wash. The desert wash mitigation lands may be included 
with the DT mitigation and/or MGS mitigation lands ONLY if the above 
three criteria are met. 

2. Review and Approval of Compensation Lands Prior to Acquisition: The 
project owner, or a third-party approved by the CPM, in consultation with 
CDFG,shall submit a formal acquisition proposal to the CPM and 
CDFGdescribing the parcel(s) intended for purchase. This acquisition 
proposalshall include a description and delineation of waters of the state 
within theparcel(s); shall describe the floodplain and immediate watershed 
in thevicinity of the drainage; and shall identify the area of lands 
surroundingthe drainage needed to adequately manage the waters of the 
state toprotect and enhance their biological functions and values. Approval 
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fromthe CPM, in consultation with CDFG, shall be required for acquisition 
ofall parcels comprising the compensation lands in advance of purchase. 

3. Security for Implementation of Mitigation: A security in the form of an 
irrevocable letter of credit, pledged savings account, or certificate of 
deposit for the amount of all mitigation measures pursuant to this condition 
of certification shall be submitted to, and approved by, the CPM, in 
consultation with CDFG, prior to commencing project activities within 
areas of CDFG jurisdiction. The security shall be approved by the CPM, in 
consultation with CDFG’s legal advisors, prior to its execution, and shall 
allow the CPM at their discretion to recover funds immediately if the CPM, 
in consultation with CDFG, determines there has been a default.  

4. Preparation of Management Plan: The project owner shall submit to the 
CPM and CDFG a draft Management Plan that reflects site-specific 
enhancement measures for the drainages on the acquired compensation 
lands. The objective of the Management Plan shall be to enhance the 
wildlife value of the drainages, and may include enhancement actions 
such as weed control, or erosion control.  

5. Right of Access and Review for Compliance Monitoring: The CPM 
reserves the right to enter the project site or allow CDFG to enter the 
project site at any time to ensure compliance with these conditions. The 
project owner herein grants to the CPM and to CDFG employees and/or 
their representatives the right to enter the project site at any time to 
ensure compliance with the terms and conditions and/or to determine the 
impacts of storm events, maintenance activities, or other actions that 
might affect the restoration and revegetation efforts. The CPM and CDFG 
may, at the CPM’s discretion, review relevant documents maintained by 
the operator, interview the operator’s employees and agents, inspect the 
work site, and take other actions to assess compliance with or 
effectiveness of mitigation measures. 

6. Notification: The project owner shall notify the CPM and CDFG, in writing, 
at least five days prior to initiation of project activities in jurisdictional areas 
as noted and at least five days prior to completion of construction activities 
in jurisdictional areas. The project owner shall notify the CPM and CDFG 
of any change of conditions to the project, the jurisdictional impacts, or the 
mitigation efforts, if the conditions at the site of a proposed project change 
in a manner which changes risk to biological resources that may be 
substantially adversely affected by the proposed project. The notifying 
report shall be provided to the CPM and CDFG no later than seven days 
after the change of conditions is identified. As used here, change of 
condition refers to the process, procedures, and methods of operation of a 
project; the biological and physical characteristics of a project area; or the 
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laws or regulations pertinent to the project as defined below. A copy of the 
notifying change of conditions report shall be included in the annual 
reports. 
a. Biological Conditions: a change in biological conditions includes, but is 

not limited to, the following: 1) the presence of biological resources 
within or adjacent to the project area, whether native or non-native, not 
previously known to occur in the area; or 2) the presence of biological 
resources within or adjacent to the project area whether native or non-
native, the status of which has changed to endangered, rare, or 
threatened, as defined in section 15380 of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

b. Physical Conditions: a change in physical conditions includes, but is 
not limited to, the following: 1) a change in the morphology of a river, 
stream, or lake, such as the lowering of a bed or scouring of a bank, or 
changes in stream form and configuration caused by storm events; 2) 
the movement of a river or stream channel to a different location; 3) a 
reduction of or other change in vegetation on the bed, channel, or bank 
of a drainage, or 4) changes to the hydrologic regime such as 
fluctuations in the timing or volume of water flows in a river or stream. 

c. Legal Conditions: a change in legal conditions includes, but is not 
limited to, a change in Regulations, Statutory Law, a Judicial or Court 
decision, or the listing of a species, the status of which has changed to 
endangered, rare, or threatened, as defined in section 15380 of Title 
14 of the California Code of Regulations. 

7. Code of Regulations: The project owner shall provide a copy of the 
Streambed Impact Minimization and Compensation Measures from the 
Energy Commission Decision to all contractors, subcontractors, and the 
applicant's project supervisors. Copies shall be readily available at work 
sites at all times during periods of active work and must be presented to 
any CDFG personnel or Energy Commission personnel upon demand. 
The CPM reserves the right to issue a stop work order or allow CDFG to 
issue a stop work order after giving notice to the project owner if the CPM 
in consultation with CDFG, determines that the project owner has 
breached any of the terms or conditions or for other reasons, including but 
not limited to the following: 
a. The information provided by the applicant regarding streambed 

alteration is incomplete or inaccurate; 

b. New information becomes available that was not known to it in 
preparing the terms and conditions; 

c. The project or project activities as described in the Final Staff 
Assessment have changed; or  
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d. The conditions affecting biological resources changed or the CPM, in 
consultation with CDFG, determines that project activities will result in 
a substantial adverse effect on the environment. 

8. Best Management Practices: The project owner shall also comply with the 
following conditions: 
a. The project owner shall minimize road building, construction activities 

and vegetation clearing within state waters to the extent feasible. 

b. The project owner shall not allow water containing mud, silt, or other 
pollutants from grading, aggregate washing, or other activities to enter 
state waters or be placed in locations that may be subjected to high 
storm flows. 

c. The project owner shall comply with all litter and pollution laws. All 
contractors, subcontractors, and employees shall also obey these 
laws, and it shall be the responsibility of the project owner to ensure 
compliance. 

d. Spoil sites shall not be located within drainages or locations that may 
be subjected to high storm flows, where spoil shall be washed back 
into a drainage. 

e. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other 
coating material, oil or other petroleum products, or any other 
substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or wildlife resources, 
resulting from project-related activities, shall be prevented from 
contaminating the soil and/or entering waters of the state. These 
materials, placed within or where they may enter a jurisdictional 
drainage or El Paso Wash, by project owner or any party working 
under contract or with the permission of the project owner shall be 
removed immediately. 

f. No broken concrete, debris, soil, silt, sand, bark, slash, sawdust, 
rubbish, cement or concrete or washings thereof, oil or petroleum 
products or other organic or earthen material from any construction or 
associated activity of whatever nature shall be allowed to enter into, or 
placed where it may be washed by rainfall or runoff into, waters of the 
state. 

g. When operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall 
be removed from the work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 
200 feet of the high water mark of any drainage.  

h. No equipment maintenance shall occur within 200 feet of any 
ephemeral drainage where petroleum products or other pollutants from 
the equipment may enter these areas under any flow. 

Verification: No fewer than 30 days prior to the start of work potentially affecting 
waters of the state, the project owner shall provide written verification (i.e., through 

March 2010 C.2-117 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 



incorporation into the BRMIMP) to the CPM that the above best management practices 
will be implemented and provide a discussion of work in waters of the state in 
Compliance Reports for the duration of the project.  

Draft agreements to delegate land acquisition to CDFG or an approved third party and 
agreements to manage compensation lands shall be submitted to Energy Commission 
staff for review and approval (in consultation with CDFG) prior to land acquisition. Such 
agreements shall be mutually approved and executed at least 60 days prior to start of 
any project-related ground disturbance activities. The project owner shall provide written 
verification to the CPM that the compensation lands have been acquired and recorded 
in favor of the approved recipient(s). Alternatively, before beginning project ground 
disturbance activities, the project owner shall provide Security in accordance with this 
condition. 

No less than 90 days prior to acquisition of the parcel (s) containing the compensation 
acres of waters of the state determined in the verified delineation, the project owner, or 
a third-party approved by the CPM, in consultation with CDFG, shall submit a formal 
acquisition proposal to the CPM and CDFG describing the parcel(s) intended for 
purchase. 

Within 90 days after the land purchase, as determined by the date on the title, the 
project owner shall provide the CPM with a draft management plan for review and 
approval, in consultation with CDFG for the compensation lands and associated funds. 
No later than 12 months after publication of the Energy Commission Decision the 
project owner shall submit a final Management Plan for review and approval to the CPM 
and CDFG. 

WEED MANAGEMENT PLAN  
BIO-19  The Project owner shall implement a Weed Management Plan that meets the 

approval of BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM. The Weed Management 
Plan shall prescribe methods to monitor for weeds, prevent weed introduction, 
and control the spread of weeds during construction and operation of the 
Project. The draft Weed Management Plan submitted by the Applicant (SM 
2010a) shall provide the basis for the final plan, subject to review and 
revisions from BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM.  

Verification: No less than 10 days prior to start of any Project-related ground 
disturbance activities, the Project owner shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer and the 
CPM with the final version of a Weed Management Plan that has been reviewed and 
approved by BLM, and Energy Commission staff, USFWS, and CDFG. Modifications to 
the approved Weed Control Plan shall be made only after consultation with the Energy 
Commission staff, BLM, USFWS, and CDFG. 

Within 30 days after completion of Project construction, the Project owner shall provide 
to BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM for review and approval, a written report 
identifying which items of the Weed Management Plan have been completed, a 
summary of all modifications to mitigation measures made during the Project’s 
construction phase, and which items are still outstanding. 
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On January 31st of each year following construction the Designated Biologist shall 
provide a report to the CPM and BLM’s Authorized Officer that includes: a summary of 
the results of noxious weeds surveys and management activities for the year; a 
discussion of whether weed management goals for the year were met; and 
recommendations for weed management activities for the upcoming year. 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 
BIO-20 The USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion (BO) for project-related impacts to 

desert tortoise. All terms and conditions in the BO will be included in the 
BRMIMP for the project and be implemented. 

Verification: No less than 30 days prior to the initiation of construction, the BO must 
be completed and all conditions of the BO must be included in the final BRMIMP and 
implemented during project construction and operation. In addition, a copy of the BO for 
the project shall be sent to the CPM, BLM Authorized Officer, and CDFG. 

AVIAN AND BAT PROTECTION PLAN 
BIO-21 The Project owner shall implement an Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP) 

that meets the approval of the USFWS and the CPM. The ABPP shall 
describe actions that will be implemented by the project owner to minimize 
avian and bat impacts associated with the RSPP and would identify steps to 
further the conservation of bird and bat species. The ABPP should be 
developed in coordination with the USFWS and follow the USFWS Avian 
Protection Plan Guidelines (USFWS 2005) or more current guidance provided 
by the USFWS. 

Verification: No less than 30 days prior to start of any Project-related ground 
disturbance activities, the Project owner shall provide USFWS and the CPM with the 
final version of an ABPP that has been reviewed and approved by BLM, and Energy 
Commission staff, USFWS, and CDFG. Modifications to the approved ABPP shall be 
made only after consultation with the Energy Commission staff, BLM, USFWS, and 
CDFG. 

FEDERAL EAGLE ACT TAKE PERMIT 
BIO-22 The Project owner shall obtain a Federal Eagle Act Take Permit from the 

USFWS or provide a written statement from the USFWS which states a 
Federal Eagle Act Take Permit is not needed.  

Verification: No less than 30 days prior to start of any Project-related ground 
disturbance activities, the Project owner shall provide the CPM with the final version of a 
Federal Eagle Act Take Permit or written statement which states a Federal Eagle Act 
Take Permit is not needed.   

C.2.15 CONCLUSIONS 

Based on extensive analysis and review of the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project (RSPP), Energy Commission Staff concludes that the RSPP would result in 
substantial direct, indirect, and cumulatively significant impacts to biological resources. 
Specifically the project would reduce MGS connectivity (genetic linkage and other meta-
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population functions) and eliminate high value DT habitat that is important for recovery 
of the species. Since resources being impacted are tied to the physical location of the 
proposed RSPP site, and other sites or measures are not available to provide these 
habitat functions, these significant impacts cannot be reduced to levels of less than 
significant or fully mitigated. Because construction of the project would permanently 
destroy this critical biological resource, staff, believes it is far more appropriate and 
important, given the biological significance of the site for the survival of DT and MGS 
that it be preserved and protected instead of developed.  
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Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Vegetation Communities

SOURCE: ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 2
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Desert Tortoise Observations

SOURCE: ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  

M
AR

C
H 2010                                                                                                                 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

0 0.5 10.25 Miles

Tortoise Carcass - Juvenile
Tortoise Carcass - Adult
Tortoise Bone Fragments
Tortoise Tracks
Tortoise Scat - Fresh
Tortoise Scat
Tortoise Pallet - Active
Tortoise Pallet
Tortoise Burrow
Tortoise Burrow - Occupied
Tortoise Burrow - Active
Tortoise (Unknown Age)
Juvenile Tortoise
Adult Tortoise

Desert Tortoise Observations

Legend
New Proposed Project

Original Proposed Project

Biological Resource Survey Area



Source: USGS; NAIP 2005; CNDDB; Leitner 2009

Ridgecrest Solar Power Project
Responses to 12/22/09

Data Request

Figure DR-BIO-58-1
Overview Mohave Ground Squirrel

Records within 5 Miles of ROW

LEGEND

CA

NV

AZ

UT

OR ID
Map Location Legend

Pa
th

: P
:\

20
09

\0
90

80
08

0 
So

l M
il 

Ri
dg

ec
re

st
\6

.0
 G

IS
\6

.3
 L

ay
ou

t\R
ep

or
ts

\C
E

C_
D

at
aR

eq
ue

st
s\

W
ild

lif
e\

D
R_

BI
O

_5
8-

1_
M

G
S_

R
ec

or
ds

.m
xd

,  
01

/1
5/

10
,  

St
ei

nB

μ

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!( !(!(

!(

!(
!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(

!(!(

0 1.5 3
Miles1 inch = 2 miles

Date: January 2010

MGS Occurance

!( Prior to 1988

!( 1988 to Present

Disturbance Area

Habitat Quality
Mohave Ground Squirrel

High - Desert Washes and Adjacent High Diversity Creosote Bush

Medium - Low Diversity Creosote Bush

Low - Monotypic Creosote Bush

Unsuitable - Rocky Terrain

ROW

μ
0 1.5 3

Miles

Legend
MGS Occurance
!( Prior to 1988

!( 1988 to Present
Disturbance Area

ROW

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
SOURCE: DR-BIO Figure 58-1 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 3
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Mohave Ground Squirrel occurrences within 5 miles
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 4
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project -  Mohave Ground Squirrel Range, Core Populations and Connectivity 

SOURCE: CA Dept of Fish & Game - ESRI - Tele Atlas  
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Source: Leitner 2008, BLM 2004, CaSIL 2008, ESRI 2008
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 5
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Mohave Ground Squirrel Connectivity
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 6
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Burrowing Owl Observations

SOURCE: ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 7
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Resident Special-Status Wildlife Species Observations

SOURCE: ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 8
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Cumulative Impacts

SOURCE: BLM - ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 9
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Cumulative Impacts

SOURCE: BLM - ESRI - Tele Atlas - Solar Millennium LLC  
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* Not all of the projects here
will complete the environmental review,
not all projects will be funded and
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES FIGURE 11
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, FEBRUARY 2010
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 =3.4 miles/17,952 feet/7.7% of total Future Projects



KÏ

?Ý

!"b$

!"a$?m

Aä

Aä
?ã

AÃ

?u

Ag

I N Y O

S A N  B E R N A R D I N OK E R N

R I V E R S I D E

T U L A R E

L O S  A N G E L E S

O R A N G E

Ridgecrest
Solar Power Site

DESERT TORTOISE - HABITAT QUALITY and CRITICAL HABITAT
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCESMARCH 2010 SOURCE: BLM, CEC

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES FIGURE 12
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES FIGURE 16
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C.3  CULTURAL RESOURCES AND  
NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES 

Testimony of Glenn Farris and Michael McGuirt 

C.3.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

In this analysis of four configurations of the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Plant 
(RSPP), plus one off-site alternative, staff concludes that the RSPP would encroach on 
the boundaries of a National Register District (Last Chance Canyon Archaeological 
District). The project area is also in close physical proximity and in the range of visual 
impact of a Native American sacred lands site (El Paso Mountains) registered with the 
California Native American Heritage Commission. The RSPP would also directly impact 
as many as 17 archaeological sites including 13 prehistoric sites and four historic sites, 
that are being treated as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Register of Historic Resources for purposes of evaluating the effects of the 
proposed project. In addition, a geo-archaeological assessment of the project APE has 
identified an archaeologically sensitive area for the likelihood of finding subsurface sites 
eligible properties. The effects to these sites will be resolved with the adoption and 
implementation of a Programmatic Agreement executed pursuant to section 106 of the 
National Register of Historic Places. The Programmatic Agreement is being developed 
in consultation with the BLM, the Energy Commission, the SHPO, the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, Indian tribes and other consulting parties. The resolution of 
effects stipulated in the Programmatic Agreement will reduce the potential impacts of 
the proposed project on the subject resources to a less than significant level. 

C.3.2 INTRODUCTION 

This cultural resources analysis identifies the potential impacts of the Solar Millennium 
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP) on cultural resources. Cultural resources are 
categorized under federal law (for the purposes of the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), § 106) and 
under California state law (for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act), 
as buildings, sites, structures, objects, and districts. Three kinds of cultural resources, 
classified by their origins, are considered in this analysis: prehistoric, ethnographic, and 
historic. 
 
Prehistoric archaeological resources are associated with the Native American 
occupation and use of California prior to prolonged European contact. These resources 
may include sites and deposits, structures, artifacts, rock art, trails, and other traces of 
Native American human behavior. In the China Lake Basin, of which Indian Wells Valley 
forms a part, the prehistoric period began over 12,000 years ago. 

Ethnographic resources represent the heritage of a particular ethnic or cultural group, 
such as Native Americans or African, European, Latino, or Asian immigrants. They may 
include traditional resource collecting areas, ceremonial sites, topographic features, 
cemeteries, shrines, or ethnic neighborhoods and structures. 
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Historic-period resources, both archaeological and architectural, are associated with 
Euro-American exploration and settlement of an area and the beginning of a written 
historical record. They may include archaeological deposits, sites, structures, traveled 
ways, artifacts, or other evidence of human activity. Groupings of historic-period 
resources are also recognized as historic districts and as historic vernacular 
landscapes. Under federal and state historic preservation law, cultural resources must 
be at least 50 years old to have sufficient historical importance to merit consideration of 
eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or in the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). A resource less than 50 years of age must be 
of exceptional historical importance to be considered for listing. 

For the RSPP, staff provides an overview of the environmental setting and history of the 
project area, an inventory of the cultural resources identified in the project vicinity, and 
an analysis of the project’s potential impacts to significant cultural resources. 
Recommendations of measures by which the project’s adverse impacts to significant 
cultural resources may be resolved or mitigated will be addressed in a Programmatic 
Agreement that is currently being developed. 

C.3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, 
STANDARDS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

Projects licensed by the Energy Commission are reviewed to ensure compliance with all 
applicable laws. Although the Energy Commission has pre-emptive authority over local 
laws, it typically ensures compliance with local laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, 
plans, and policies. For this project, proposed for construction on federally managed 
public lands, the Energy Commission must assess the project’s conformance with 
federal laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and executive orders as well.  
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Cultural Resources Table 1 
Cultural Resources Laws, Ordinances, Regulations,  

Standards, and Executive Orders 

Applicable Law Description 
Federal  

Antiquities Act of 
1906 
16 United States 
Code (USC) 431–
433 

Establishes criminal penalties for unauthorized destruction or 
appropriation of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any 
object of antiquity” on federal land; empowers the President to 
establish historical monuments and landmarks. 

Historic Sites, 
Buildings, and 
Antiquities Act of 
1935, as amended 
16 USC. 461–467 

Establishes national policy of acquisition, preservation, and 
management of historic and archaeological properties, including 
survey, recordation, research, and public education; establishes the 
National Park System Advisory Board and the National Park Service 
Advisory Council. 

National Historic 
Preservation Act of 
1966 (NHPA), as 
amended 
16 USC 470 et 
seq. 

The NHPA establishes national policy for historic preservation; 
creates the framework within which cultural resources are managed; 
requires federal agencies to consider significant cultural resources 
prior to undertakings; establishes the processes for consultation 
among interested parties, the lead agency, and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, and for government-to-government consultation 
between federal agencies and Native American Tribal governments. 
 
Section 106 defines the process for identifying and evaluating cultural 
resources and determining whether a project will result in adverse 
effects on them and addresses the mitigation of adverse effects.  
 
Section 110 makes the heads of all federal agencies responsible for 
the preservation, through identification and appropriate use, of 
historically significant cultural resources owned or controlled by their 
agencies. 

Executive Order 
11593 of May 13, 
1971 
36 Federal Registe
r (FR) 8921 

Provides for the protection and enhancement of the cultural 
environment;  
 
Requires federal agencies to inventory their cultural resources and to 
record, to professional standards, any cultural resource that may be 
altered or destroyed. 

Archaeological 
and Historic 
Preservation Act of 
1974 (AHPA) 
16 USC 469 et 
seq. 

Addresses impacts on cultural resources resulting from federal 
activities that would significantly alter the landscape. The focus of the 
law is data recovery and salvage of scientific, prehistoric, historic, and 
archaeological resources. 



CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES C.3-4 March 2010 

Applicable Law Description 
Federal Land 
Policy 
Management Act 
of 1976 (FLPMA) 
43 USC 1701 
(a)(8) 

Establishes the policy that public lands be managed to protect the 
quality of scientific, scenic, historical, and archaeological values. 

Archaeological 
Resources 
Protection Act of 
1979 (ARPA) 
16 USC 470aa et 
seq. 

Protects archaeological resources from vandalism and unauthorized 
collecting on public and Indian lands. 

Secretary of the 
Interior’s 
Standards and 
Guidelines for 
Archaeology and 
Historic 
Preservation 
[1983], as revised 
48 FR 44716–42 

Establishes qualifications standards for historic preservation 
professionals, evaluation standards for cultural resources, and 
guidelines for technical reports and the documentation of cultural 
resources. 

Native American 
Graves Protection 
and Repatriation 
Act of 1990 
(NAGPRA) 
25 USC 3001–
3013 

Provides for the protection of Native American graves, funerary 
objects, and “objects of cultural patrimony” on federal land;  
 
Establishes the procedures for determining ownership for Native 
American human remains, funerary objects, and other sacred objects 
under federal jurisdiction. 

American Indian 
Religious Freedom 
Act 42 USC 1996 
et seq. 

Protects the right of Native Americans and other indigenous groups to 
exercise their traditional religions. 

Executive Order 
13006 of May 21, 
1996 61 FR 26071 

Encourages federal agencies to reuse historic downtown areas. 

Executive Order 
13007 of May 4, 
1996 61 FR 26771 

Requires that federal agencies allow Native Americans to worship at 
sacred sites located on federal property. 

Executive Order 
13175 of 
November 6, 2000 
65 FR 67249 

Requires federal agencies to coordinate and consult with Indian tribal 
governments whose interests might be directly and substantially 
affected by activities on federally administered lands. 
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Applicable Law Description 
Executive Order 
13287 of March 3, 
2003 68 FR 10635 

Requires federal agencies to manage their historic properties and 
coordinate with local entities to promote and encourage tourism. 

State  
State of California, 
Environmental 
Quality Act 
(CEQA) 
Public Resources 
Code (PRC) 
Sections 21083.2, 
21084.1 

21083.2 (a) requires a state lead agency to determine whether a 
project may have a significant effect on archaeological resources. 
 
21083.2 (b) allows a lead agency to require a project to make 
reasonable efforts to leave significant archaeological resources 
undisturbed and preserved. 
 
21083.2 (c) allows a lead agency to require the project proponent to 
fund mitigation measures. 
 
21083.2 (d) limits archaeological excavation as mitigation to the parts 
of the resource that the project would damage. 
 
21083.2 (i) allows a lead agency to evaluate archaeological resources 
unexpectedly encountered during construction and to require the 
project proponent to fund mitigation and delay construction in the area 
of the find. 
 
21084.1 establishes that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment if it causes a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource. 
 
21084.1 also defines which cultural resources must be considered 
under CEQA (those that are historically significant): a cultural 
resource listed or eligible for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources, a cultural resource listed in a local register, a 
cultural resource identified in a historical survey if the survey meets all 
required criteria, and a cultural resource determined by a lead agency 
to be historically significant, provided the lead agency’s determination 
is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. 
 
21084.1 also allows a lead agency to determine that a cultural 
resource may be historically significant despite not being listed or 
eligible for any register or not being identified in any qualifying survey. 
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Applicable Law Description 
CEQA Guidelines 
California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) 
Title 14, Division 6, 
Chapter 3, Section 
15064.5 

15064.5 (a) specifies which cultural resources must be considered 
under CEQA: a cultural resource listed or eligible for listing on the 
California Register of Historical Resources, a cultural resource listed 
in a local register, a cultural resource identified in a historical survey if 
the survey meets all required criteria, and a cultural resource 
determined by a lead agency to be historically significant, provided the 
lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in 
light of the whole record. 
 
15064.5 (b) defines what constitutes a significant impact on a cultural 
resource; defines a significant impact on a historically significant 
cultural resource as a significant effect on the environment; specifies 
preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction of historic 
properties according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines as 
mitigation of a project’s impact on a historical resource to a less-than-
significant level; and directs a lead agency to identify feasible and 
enforceable measures to mitigate a project’s significant impacts to 
significant cultural resources. 
 
15064.5 (c) requires a lead agency to determine if an archaeological 
site that a project will impact is historically significant, provides for the 
site’s appropriate treatment if it is significant, and allows its destruction 
without mitigation if it is not significant. 
 
15064.5 (d) allows the project proponent to develop an agreement 
with Native Americans on a plan for the disposition of remains from 
known Native American burials impacted by a project.  
 
15064.5 (e) requires the landowner, or an authorized representative, 
to rebury Native American remains elsewhere on the property if other 
disposition cannot be negotiated.  
 
15064.5 (f) directs the lead agency to make provisions for significant 
cultural resources that are accidentally discovered during 
construction, which may require the project proponent to fund 
mitigation and delay construction in the area of the find.  
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Applicable Law Description 
CEQA Appendix 
G, Section V 

Provides the lead agency with a checklist that identifies potential 
project impacts to historical, cultural, or paleontological resources. 
Using the checklist, the agency can identify the kind of environmental 
document that will be needed to address the project’s impacts on 
cultural resources. The checklist includes four questions to determine 
if a project would:  
 
1) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource; 
2) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource;  
3) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature; and/or 
4) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. 
 
Each answer identifies a potential project impact that is then 
evaluated as potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, less than significant, or nil. 

PRC, Section 
5020.1 

Provides a series of definitions of terms used in legislation dealing 
with cultural resources. 

PRC, Section 
5024.1 

Establishes the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) 
and the eligibility criteria for cultural resources to be listed in the 
CRHR; identifies the historical resources which are eligible for listing 
in the CRHR in one of three ways: 
1. automatically; 
2. following procedures and criteria adopted by the State Historical 

Resources Commission; or 
3. nominated and processed by means of a public hearing.  

CCR, Title 14, 
Division 3, Chapter 
11.5, Section 4851 

Amplifies and clarifies the provisions of PRC Section 5024.1  

CCR, Title 14, 
Division 3, Chapter 
11.5, Section 4852 

Defines the types of historical resources eligible for listing in the 
CRHR: buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts; 
 
Establishes four criteria for significance and defines the integrity 
required for CRHR-eligible historical resources;  
 
Lists special considerations for moved resources, resources less than 
50 years old, and reconstructed resources; and 
 
Amplifies and clarifies the provisions of PRC Section 5024.1. 

CCR, Title 14, 
Division 3, Chapter 
11.5, Appendix A 

Provides a glossary of the terms used in the code guiding all aspects 
of the California Register of Historical Resources. 
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Applicable Law Description 
PRC 5097.98(b) 
and (e) 

Requires a landowner on whose property Native American human 
remains are found to limit further development activity in the vicinity 
until he/she confers with the Native American Heritage Commission-
identified Most Likely Descendents (MLDs) to consider treatment 
options. In the absence of MLDs or of a treatment acceptable to all 
parties, the landowner is required to re-inter the remains elsewhere on 
the property in a location not subject to further disturbance. 

PRC, Sections 
5097.99 and 
5097.991 

5097.99 establishes as a felony the acquisition, possession, sale, or 
dissection with malice or wantonness of Native American remains or 
funerary artifacts. 
 
5097.991 establishes as state policy the repatriation of Native 
American remains and funerary artifacts. 

Health and Safety 
Code (HSC), 
Section 7050.5 

Makes it a misdemeanor to mutilate, disinter, wantonly disturb, or 
willfully remove human remains found outside a cemetery; 
 
Requires a project owner to halt construction if human remains are 
discovered and to contact the county coroner.  

HSC, Sections 
8010-8011 
(California Native 
American Graves 
Protection and 
Repatriation Act of 
2001) 

Provides state policy consistent with the federal Native American 
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (see above), facilitates that 
act’s implementation at publicly funded agencies and museums, and 
ensures the timely response of those agencies and museums to 
Native American repatriation claims filed under this act; 
 
Encourages voluntary disclosure and return of remains and cultural 
items; 
 
Extends repatriation rights to non-federally-recognized tribes. 

SB 18, an act to 
amend Section 
815.3 of the Civil 
Code, to amend 
Sections 65040.2, 
65092, 65351, 
65352, and 65560 
of, and to add 
Sections 65352.3, 
65352.4, and 
65562.5 to the 
Government Code; 
Chapter 905 of the 
Statutes of 2004 

Requires California cities and counties, when preparing or revising 
their General Plans (and, by extension, specific plans, as well), to 
provide their proposals to those Native American Tribes who have 
traditional lands located within those local jurisdictions and who are on 
the contact list established by the Native American Heritage 
Commission; 
 
Requires cities and counties to initiate a consultation process with 
these tribes before adopting or amending their General and specific 
plans; 
 
Gives Native American tribes the right to acquire and hold 
conservation easements as a means of protecting their cultural 
places.  
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Applicable Law Description 
SB 18 Tribal 
Consultation 
Guidelines, April 
15, 2005 
(Supplement to 
General Plan 
Guidelines, 
Governor’s Office 
of Planning and 
Research, 2004) 

Advises local governments in four areas of the tribal consultation 
process required under SB 18. 

Executive Order 
W-26-92, Section 
1 (3) 

Requires state agencies to ensure that significant heritage resources 
are fully considered in all land use and capital outlay decisions. 

Local  
Kern County 
General Plan, 
Section 1.10.3 
(SM 2009a, Vol. 1 
Sections 5.4.1, 
5.4.3, and 5.4.4). 

Policy 25: Provides that the County will promote the preservation of 
cultural and historic resources.  

Kern County Code 
of Building 
Regulations, 
Section 17.48.060 
(SM 2009a, Vol. 1, 
Sections 5.4.1, 
5.4.3, and 5.4.4). 

Item 45 provides a definition of an historic structure as any structure 
that is on the National Register of Historica Places or on a State 
Inventory. 

Kern County Code 
of Building 
Regulations, 
Section 17.48.370 
(SM 2009, vol. 2, 
Append. G, p. 14) 

Subsection (B) provides direction on issuance of variances by the 
County floodplain administrator for the repair or rehabilitation of 
Historic Structures upon determination that the proposed repair or 
rehabilitation will not preclude the structure’s continued designation as 
a historic structure and that the variance is the minimum necessary to 
preserve the historic character of the structure. 

C.3.4 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The purpose of the present cultural resources analysis is to provide evidence of the 
ongoing public process by which the Energy Commission and the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) are jointly complying with local, State, and Federal regulations to 
which each agency is variously subject. The Energy Commission, pursuant to section 
25519, subsection (c) of the Warren-Alquist Act of 1974 (Act), is the lead agency for the 
purpose of complying with CEQA in relation to the certification of the proposed facility 
and the site on which the facility would operate, and is further responsible, pursuant to 
section 25525 of the Act, for ensuring that the facility would conform with applicable 
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State, local, or regional standards, ordinances, or laws. The BLM is the lead agency for 
the purpose of complying with NEPA, as the Federal government considers the 
environmental implications of the proposed action, and has further obligations to comply 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 
USC 470(f)) (NHPA), and other Federal historic preservation programs. 

The structure of the cultural resources analysis for the proposed action accommodates 
both the primary need of the Energy Commission to demonstrate under CEQA a 
consideration of the potential for the proposed project to affect cultural resources and 
the primary needs of the BLM to conduct similar analyses under NEPA and Section 
106. (Each of these three regulatory programs uses slightly different terminology to refer 
to the proposed action. Clarifications on the use of “proposed action,” “proposed 
project,” and “undertaking” may be found in the “Cultural Resources Glossary” 
subsection, below.)  
 
The present analysis strives to fulfill the similar goals of CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 
through the implementation of one variant of the basic process that the Energy 
Commission and the BLM would, under normal circumstances, have chosen to 
coordinate State and Federal cultural resources regulatory compliance. The variant of 
the basic regulatory process that the Energy Commission and the BLM use for the 
present analysis is referred to herein as “Approach 3” (see “Alternate Approaches to 
Coordinated State and Federal Regulatory Compliance” subsection, below). The basic 
regulatory process is set out in detail below to provide a context for the derivation and 
use of Approach 3. The basic coordinated regulatory process for cultural resources 
would normally proceed through five basic analytic phases. These five phases include 
1. The determination of the appropriate geographic extent of the analysis for the 

proposed action and for each alternative action under consideration, 

2. The production of a cultural resources inventory for each such geographic area, 

3. The development of determinations on the historical significance of the cultural 
resources in the inventory for each geographic area, unless the construction, 
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning and closure of the proposed or 
alternative actions will avoid particular resources, 

4. The assessment of the character and the severity of the effects of the proposed or 
alternative actions on the historically significant cultural resources in each respective 
inventory that cannot be avoided, and 

5. The development of measures that would resolve those effects that are found to be 
significant. 

Further details of each of these phases follow below and help provide the parameters of 
the present analysis. 
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C.3.4.1 THE PROJECT AREA OF ANALYSIS AND THE AREA OF 
POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
A useful precursor to a cultural resources analysis under CEQA and NEPA and a 
requisite part of the Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800) is to define the appropriate 
geographic limits for an analysis. The area that Energy Commission staff typically 
considers when identifying and assessing impacts to cultural resources under CEQA is 
referred to here as the “project area of analysis.” Energy Commission staff defines the 
project area of analysis as the area of and surrounding a project site and ancillary linear 
facility corridors. The area reflects, although does not necessarily equate with, the 
minimum standards set out in the Energy Commission Power Plant Site Certification 
Regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1701 et seq., appen. B, subd. (g)(2)) and is 
sufficiently large and comprehensive in geographic area to facilitate and encompass 
considerations of archaeological, ethnographic, and built-environment resources. The 
project area of analysis is a composite, though not necessarily contiguous, geographic 
area that accommodates the analysis of each of these resource types: 

• For archaeological resources, the project area of analysis is minimally defined as the 
project site footprint, plus a buffer of 200 feet, and the project linear facilities routes, 
plus a buffer of 50 feet to either side of the rights-of way for these routes. 

• For ethnographic resources, the project area of analysis is expanded to take into 
account traditional use areas and traditional cultural properties which may be far-
ranging, including views that contribute to the significance of the property. These 
resources are often identified in consultation with Native Americans and other ethnic 
groups, and issues that are raised by these groups may define the area of analysis. 

• For built-environment resources, the project area of analysis is confined to one 
parcel deep from the project site footprint in urban areas, but in rural areas is 
expanded to include a half-mile buffer from the project site and above-ground linear 
facilities to encompass resources whose setting could be adversely affected by 
industrial development. 

• For a historic district or a cultural landscape, staff defines the project area of analysis 
based on the particulars of each siting case (i.e. specific to that project). 

The project area of analysis concept provides an appropriate areal scope for the 
consideration of cultural resources under NEPA and is generally consistent with the 
definition of the area of potential effects (APE) in the Section 106 process (36 CFR § 
800.16(d)). The project area of analysis will, therefore, be equivalent to the APE for the 
purpose of the present discussion and the present analysis. 

C.3.4.2 INVENTORY OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE PROJECT 
AREA OF ANALYSIS 
A cultural resources inventory specific to each proposed or alternative action under 
consideration is a necessary step in any staff effort to determine whether each such 
action may cause, under CEQA, a substantial adverse change in the significance of any 
cultural resources that are on or would qualify for the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR), may, under NEPA, significantly affect important historic and cultural 
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aspects of our national heritage, or may, under Section 106, adversely affect any 
cultural resources that are on or would qualify for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). 

The development of a cultural resources inventory entails working through a sequence 
of investigatory phases to establish the universe of cultural resources that will be the 
focus of the analyses of each proposed or alternative action. Generally the research 
process proceeds from the known to the unknown. These phases typically involve doing 
background research to identify known cultural resources, conducting fieldwork to 
collect requisite primary data on not-yet-identified cultural resources in the vicinity of an 
action, and assessing the results of any geotechnical studies or environmental 
assessments completed for a project site. The results of this research then support, in 
part, the development of determinations of historical significance for the cultural 
resources that are found. 

C.3.4.3 DETERMINING THE HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
A key part of any cultural resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, or Section 106 is to 
determine which of the cultural resources that a proposed or alternative action may 
affect, are important or historically significant (each of these three regulatory programs 
uses slightly different terminology to refer to historically significant cultural resources; 
clarifications on the use of the terms “historical resource,” “important historic and 
cultural aspects of our national heritage,” and “historic property” may be found in the 
“Cultural Resources Glossary” subsection, of this report). Subsequent effects 
assessments are only made for those cultural resources that are determined to be 
historically significant. Cultural resources that can be avoided by construction may 
remain unevaluated. Unevaluated cultural resources that cannot be avoided are treated 
as eligible when determining effects. The criteria for evaluation and the requisite 
thresholds of resource integrity that are, taken together, the measures of historical 
significance, vary among the three regulatory programs. 

C.3.4.3.1 Evaluation of Historical Significance under CEQA 
CEQA requires the Energy Commission, as a lead agency, to evaluate the historical 
significance of cultural resources by determining whether they meet certain criteria. 
Under CEQA, the definition of a historically significant cultural resource is that it is 
eligible for listing in the CRHR, and such a cultural resource is referred to as a 
“historical resource,” which is a “resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the 
State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the CRHR”, or “a resource listed in 
a local register of historical resources or identified as significant in a historical resource 
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,” or 
“any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or 
cultural annals of California, provided the agency’s determination is supported by 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
15064.5(a)). The term, “historical resource,” therefore, indicates a cultural resource that 
is historically significant and eligible for listing in the CRHR.  
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Consequently, under the CEQA Guidelines, to be historically significant, a cultural 
resource must meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR. These criteria are essentially the 
same as the eligibility criteria for the NRHP. In addition to being at least 50 years old, a 
resource must meet at least one (and may meet more than one) of the following four 
criteria (Pub. Resources Code, § 5024.1): 

• Criterion 1, is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of our history;  

• Criterion 2, is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;  

• Criterion 3, embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; 
or 

• Criterion 4, has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history or 
prehistory. 

In addition, historical resources must also possess integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 4852(c)). 
 
Additionally, cultural resources listed in or formally determined eligible for the National 
Register of Historical Places (NRHP) and California Registered Historical Landmarks 
numbered No. 770 and up are automatically listed in the CRHR and are therefore also 
historical resources (Pub. Resources Code, § 5024.1(d)). Even if a cultural resource is 
not listed or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, CEQA allows a lead 
agency to make a determination as to whether it is a historical resource (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21084.1). 

C.3.4.3.2 Evaluation of Historical Significance under NEPA 
NEPA establishes national policy for the protection and enhancement of the 
environment. Part of the function of the Federal government in protecting the 
environment is to “preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage.” Cultural resources need not be determined eligible for the NRHP, as 
in the Section 106 process, to receive consideration under NEPA. NEPA is 
implemented by the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality, 40 CFR 1500-
1508. NEPA provides for public participation in the consideration of cultural resources 
issues, among other issues, during agency decision making.  

C.3.4.3.3 Evaluation of Historical Significance under Section 106 
The Federal government has developed laws and regulations designed to protect 
cultural resources that may be affected by actions undertaken, regulated, or funded by 
federal agencies. Cultural resources are considered during federal undertakings chiefly 
under Section 106 of the NHPA through its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800). 
Properties of traditional, religious, and cultural importance to Native Americans are 
considered under Section 101(d)(6)(A) of the NHPA.  

The Section 106 process requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their 
undertakings on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic 
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Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings (36 
CFR § 800.1). Under Section 106, the significance of any adversely affected cultural 
resource is assessed and mitigation measures are proposed to resolve effects. The 
resolution of effects is usually executed in a Memorandum of Agreement or 
Programmatic Agreement between the Federal agency, the SHPO, the ACHP and other 
consulting parties. Significant cultural resources (historic properties) are those 
resources, districts, sites, buildings, structures, or objects, that are listed in or are 
eligible for listing on the NRHP per the criteria listed at 36 CFR § 60.4 and presented 
below. 

Per National Park Service (NPS) regulations, 36 CFR § 60.4, and guidance published 
by the NPS, National Register Bulletin, Number 15, How to Apply the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation, different types of values embodied in districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects are recognized. These values fall into the following categories: 

• Associative Value (Criteria A and B): Properties significant for their association with 
or linkage to events (Criterion A) or persons (Criterion B) important in our past. 

• Design or Construction Value (Criterion C): Properties significant as representatives 
of the man-made expression of culture or technology. 

• Information Value (Criterion D): Properties significant for their ability to yield 
important information about prehistory or history. 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. 
Cultural resources that are determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, along with SHPO 
concurrence, are termed “historic properties” under Section 106, and are afforded the 
same protection as sites listed in the NRHP. 

C.3.4.4 ASSESSING ACTION EFFECTS 
The core of a cultural resources analysis under CEQA, NEPA, or Section 106 is the 
assessment of the character of the effects that a proposed or alternative action may 
have on historically significant cultural resources. The analysis takes into account three 
primary types of potential effects which each of the three above regulatory programs 
defines and handles in slightly different ways. The three types of potential effects 
include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Once the character of each potential 
effect of a proposed or alternative action has been assessed, a further assessment is 
made as to whether each such effect is significant, relative to specific regulatory criteria 
under CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106. 

C.3.4.4.1 Direct and Indirect Effects 
Direct and indirect effects are those that are more clearly and immediately attributable 
to the implementation of proposed or alternative actions. Direct and indirect effects are 
conceptually similar under CEQA and NEPA. The uses of the concepts vary under 
Section 106 relative to their uses under CEQA and NEPA.  
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C.3.4.4.1.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts under CEQA 
In the abstract, direct impacts to cultural resources are those associated with project 
development, construction, and co-existence. Construction usually entails surface and 
subsurface disturbance of the ground, and direct impacts to archaeological resources 
may result from the immediate disturbance of the deposits, whether from vegetation 
removal, vehicle travel over the surface, earth-moving activities, excavation, or 
demolition of overlying structures. Construction can have direct impacts on historic built-
environment resources when those structures must be removed to make way for new 
structures or when the vibrations of construction impair the stability of historic structures 
nearby. New structures can have direct impacts on historic structures when the new 
structures are stylistically incompatible with their neighbors and the setting, and when 
the new structures produce something harmful to the materials or structural integrity of 
the historic structures, such as emissions or vibrations. 

Generally speaking, indirect impacts to archaeological resources are those which may 
result from increased erosion due to site clearance and preparation, or from inadvertent 
damage or outright vandalism to exposed resource components due to improved 
accessibility. Similarly, historic structures can suffer indirect impacts when project 
construction creates improved accessibility and vandalism or greater weather exposure 
becomes possible. 
 
Ground disturbance accompanying construction at a proposed plant site, along 
proposed linear facilities, and at a proposed laydown area has the potential to directly 
impact archaeological resources, unidentified at this time. The potential direct, physical 
impacts of the proposed construction on unknown archaeological resources are 
commensurate with the extent of ground disturbance entailed in the particular mode of 
construction. This varies with each component of the proposed project. Placing the 
proposed plant into this particular setting could have a direct impact on the integrity of 
association, setting, and feeling of nearby standing historic structures. 

C.3.4.4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Effects under NEPA 
The concepts of direct and indirect effects under NEPA are almost equivalent to those 
under CEQA. Direct effects under NEPA are those “which are caused by the [proposed 
or alternative] action and [which] occur at the same time and place” (40 CFR § 
1508.8(a)). Indirect effects are those “which are caused by the [proposed or alternative] 
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably 
foreseeable” (40 CFR § 1508.8(b)). 

C.3.4.4.1.3 Direct and Indirect Effects under Section 106 
The Section 106 regulation narrows the range of direct effects and broadens the range 
of indirect effects relative to the definitions of the same terms under CEQA and NEPA. 
The regulatory definition of “effect,” pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.16(i), is that the term 
“means alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for inclusion in 
or eligibility for the National Register.” In practice, a “direct effect” under Section 106 is 
limited to the direct physical disturbance of a historic property. Effects that are 
immediate but not physical in character, such as visual intrusion, and reasonably 
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foreseeable effects that may occur at some point subsequent to the implementation of 
the proposed undertaking are referred to in the Section 106 process as “indirect 
effects.” 

C.3.4.4.2 Cumulative Impacts 
Cumulative Impacts are slightly different concepts under CEQA and NEPA, and are, 
under Section 106, undifferentiated as an aspect of the potential effects of an 
undertaking, of a proposed or alternative action. The consideration of cumulative 
impacts reaches beyond the project area of analysis or the area of potential effects. It is 
a consideration of how the effects of a proposed or alternative action in those areas 
contributes or does not contribute to the degradation of a resource group or groups that 
is or are common to the project area of analysis and the surrounding area or vicinity. 

C.3.4.4.2.1 Cumulative Impacts under CEQA 
A cumulative impact under CEQA refers to a proposed project's incremental effects 
considered over time and taken together with those of other, nearby, past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects whose impacts may compound or increase the 
incremental effect of the proposed project (Pub. Resources Code sec. 21083; Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, secs. 15064(h), 15065(a)(3), 15130, and 15355). Cumulative impacts to 
cultural resources in a project vicinity could occur if any other existing or proposed 
projects, in conjunction with the proposed project, had or would have impacts on cultural 
resources that, considered together, would be significant. The previous ground 
disturbance from prior projects and the ground disturbance related to the future 
construction of a proposed project and other proposed projects in the vicinity could have 
a cumulatively considerable effect on archaeological deposits, both prehistoric and 
historic. The alteration of the natural or cultural setting which could be caused by the 
construction and operation of a proposed project and other proposed projects in the 
vicinity could be cumulatively considerable, but may or may not be a significant impact 
to cultural resources. 

C.3.4.4.2.2 Cumulative Impacts under NEPA 
Under NEPA, a cumulative impact is the “impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR § 
1508.7). Cumulatively significant impacts are taken into consideration as an aspect of 
the intensity of a significant effect (40 CFR § 1508.27(b)(7). 

C.3.4.4.2.3 Cumulative Effects under Section 106 
The Section 106 regulation makes explicit reference to cumulative effects only in the 
context of a discussion of the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1)). 
Cumulative effects are largely undifferentiated as an aspect of the potential effects of an 
undertaking. Such effects are enumerated and resolved in conjunction with the 
consideration of direct and indirect effects. 
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C.3.4.5 ASSESSING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ACTION EFFECTS 
Once the character of the effects that proposed or alternative actions may have on 
historically significant cultural resources has been determined, the severity of those 
effects needs to be assessed. CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 each have different 
definitions and tests that factor into decisions about how severe, how significant the 
effects of particular actions may be. 

C.3.4.5.1 Significant Impacts under CEQA 
Under CEQA, “a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on 
the environment” (Pub. Resourced Code, § 21084.1). Thus, staff analyzes whether a 
proposed project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance, that is, 
the CRHR eligibility, of the subset of the historical resources in the cultural resources 
inventory for a project area that the proposed project demonstrably has the potential to 
effect. The degree of significance of an impact depends on: 

• The cultural resource impacted; 

• The nature of the resource’s historical significance; 

• How the resource’s historical significance is manifested physically and perceptually;  

• Appraisals of those aspects of the resource’s integrity that figure importantly in the 
manifestation of the resource’s historical significance; and how much the impact will 
change those integrity appraisals. 

C.3.4.5.2 Significant Effects under NEPA 
Significant effects under NEPA require considerations of both context and intensity (40 
CFR § 1508.27). These considerations are:  
(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several 

contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the 
affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the 
proposed action. For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance 
would usually depend upon the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a 
whole. Both short- and long-term effects are relevant. 

(b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of impact. Responsible officials must bear in 
mind that more than one agency may make decisions about partial aspects of a 
major action. The following should be considered in evaluating intensity: 
(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist 

even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 

(2) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or 
cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic 
rivers, or ecologically critical areas. 

(3) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions 
with significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future 
consideration. 
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(4) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to 
anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the environment. Significance 
cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into 
small component parts. 

(5) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, 
cultural, or historical resources. 

(6) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or 
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment. 

C.3.4.5.3 Adverse Effects under Section 106 
In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5 of the ACHP’s implementing regulations, which 
describes criteria for adverse effects, impacts on cultural resources are considered 
significant if one or more of the following conditions would result from implementation of 
the proposed action: 

• An undertaking has an effect on a historic property when the undertaking may alter 
characteristics of the property that may qualify the property for inclusion in the 
NRHP. For the purpose of determining the type of effect, alteration to features of a 
property’s location, setting, or use may be relevant, depending on the property’s 
significant characteristics, and should be considered. 

• An undertaking is considered to have an adverse effect when the effect on a historic 
property may diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects on historic 
properties include, but are not limited to: 
(1) Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property 

(2) Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s 
setting when that character contributes to the property’s qualification for the 
NRHP 

(3) Introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character 
with the property or that alter its setting 

(4) Neglect of the property, resulting in its deterioration or destruction 

(5) Transfer, lease, or sale of the property 

Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, 
including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of 
the property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include 
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, 
be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. A formal effect finding under Section 
106 relates to the proposed or alternative action as a whole rather than relating to 
individual resources. 
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C.3.4.6 RESOLVING SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS 
The concluding phase in a cultural resources analysis, whether under CEQA, NEPA, or 
Section 106, is to resolve those effects of a proposed or alternative action that have 
been found to be significant or adverse. The terminology used to describe the process 
of effects resolution differs among the three regulatory programs. The resolution of 
significant effects under CEQA involves the development of mitigation measures the 
implementation of which would minimize any such effects (14 CCR § 15126.4). 
Mitigation under NEPA includes proposals that avoid or minimize any potential 
significant effects of a proposed or alternative action on the quality of the human 
environment (40 CFR § 1502.4). The definition of mitigation in the NEPA regulation 
includes the development of measures that would avoid, minimize, or rectify significant 
effects, progressively reduce or eliminate such effects over time, or provide 
compensation for such effects (40 CFR § 1508.20). The Section 106 process directs the 
resolution of adverse effects through a consultative process with consulting parties 
which results in the development of proposals to avoid, minimize, or otherwise mitigate 
such effects (36 CFR § 800.6(a)). 
 
The present analysis seeks to resolve the potentially significant effects of proposed and 
alternative actions on significant cultural resources (i.e. historical resources/historic 
properties) through the development of measures that satisfy the common conceptual 
threads of effects resolution in CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106. Energy Commission 
staff here proposes that the applicant comply with the terms of the BLM’s programmatic 
agreement (PA) under Section 106 a condition of certification (CUL-1). The BLM here 
proposes to use the present cultural resources analysis and its consultation efforts 
under Section 106, which includes the negotiation and drafting of the PA, to evidence its 
compliance with NEPA. The applicant’s implementation of the terms of the PA would 
ensure compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards 
(LORS), in addition to compliance with CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106. 

C.3.4.7 ALTERNATE APPROACHES TO COORDINATED STATE AND 
FEDERAL REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 
State and Federal agencies have the latitude to develop any number of alternate 
approaches to the above basic coordinated regulatory process for cultural resources 
compliance. Energy Commission staff, in consultation with BLM staff, proposed three 
alternate approaches to cultural resources regulatory compliance for the proposed and 
alternative actions (Approaches 1–3), and asked the applicant to choose which of the 
three approaches the applicant would like to implement. The applicant chose Approach 
3. Each of the three approaches is described below. The use of both Approaches 2 and 
3 require a further consultation process to develop and execute a Section 106 
agreement document. That process is described subsequent to the descriptions of the 
three approaches. 

C.3.4.7.1 Approach 1 
Approach 1 would typically cover solar thermal projects that encompass a modest 
number (< 75) of cultural resources. Under this approach, the Energy Commission and 
the BLM would normally try to conclude all investigations necessary to identify, evaluate 
the historical significance of, and assess the reasonably foreseeable and particular 
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effects to the cultural resources in a project area of analysis prior to the Energy 
Commission’s or the BLM’s respective decisions on such projects. Where historically 
significant cultural resources are affected, the conclusion of these investigations prior to 
agency decisions facilitates the development of more refined measures to reduce 
significant project effects, which, in turn, reduces post-decision delays to construction 
start-up, reduces redirection or stoppage of work during construction, and can 
substantially reduce the overall cost of cultural resources compliance. Federal agency 
responsibility under Section 106 of the NHPA to reduce any significant project effects is 
typically accomplished through the execution of a memorandum of agreement (MOA) 
that is the result of consultation among the California State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), the ACHP, and other consulting parties. 

C.3.4.7.2 Approach 2 
Approach 2 accommodates solar thermal power projects that encompass a large 
number (> 75) of cultural resources. Energy Commission and BLM staff, under this 
approach, draft the joint NEPA and CEQA analysis for cultural resources on the basis of 
a relatively large (≥ 25%) and reliable sample of the cultural resources inventory in a 
project area of analysis, and ensure the thorough consideration and treatment of all of 
the resources in that inventory through the negotiation and execution of a programmatic 
agreement (PA) pursuant to the Section 106 regulatory process. Staff subsequently 
incorporates the PA into the joint analysis by reference. The implementation of a PA 
under the Section 106 process facilitates cultural resources compliance under both 
NEPA and CEQA for large and complex projects by helping to reduce the effort, time, 
and cost to gather information prior to a decision. The use of a PA allows for 
modifications in the scheduling of efforts to identify and evaluate the historical 
significance of the total complement of cultural resources in a project area of analysis. 
Such modifications in schedule can substantially reduce the scope of the effort and the 
time necessary to gather cultural resources information prior to a decision and, 
consequently, the pre-decision cost of cultural resources compliance. The major 
drawback to the second approach is that it may result in significant post-decision delays 
in construction start-up as most of the cultural resources investigations that, under the 
first approach, would have been done prior to the decision would, instead, be done after 
the decision. The overall cost of cultural resources compliance under either the first or 
second approach, on the basis of cost per cultural resource, is approximately the same, 
and the applicant may also enjoy comparable reductions in construction monitoring 
obligations. 

C.3.4.7.3 Approach 3 
Approach 3 handles cultural resources that are known prior to construction differently 
from those that are discovered during construction. Prior to construction, the Approach 
3 would streamline the time necessary to produce the joint cultural resources analyses 
under NEPA and CEQA by foregoing potentially lengthy investigations to evaluate the 
historical significance of the cultural resources found on the surface of a project area of 
analysis, and, instead, addressing those cultural resources that are demonstrably 
subject to project effects, as though they were historically significant. Energy 
Commission and BLM staff would, prior to any decision, study the results of the cultural 
resources pedestrian survey, identify those cultural resources on the surface of the 
project area of analysis that would be subject to project effects, assume that all surface 
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cultural resources are historically significant, and then develop measures to reduce 
project effects to those surface resources to less than significant through the use of a 
phased treatment plan. Staff would ensure the thorough consideration and treatment of 
all of the surface resources through the negotiation and execution of a PA pursuant to 
the section 106 regulatory process, which staff would subsequently incorporate, by 
reference, into the joint analysis. The primary benefit of the proposed approach is that, 
depending on the nature of the cultural resources and the potential character of 
resulting project effects, it has the potential to substantively reduce both the amount of 
time necessary to gather information for the cultural resources analysis and the amount 
of time necessary to draft the actual analysis. This approach, however, has the real 
potential to result in post-decision delays in construction start-up, increases in requisite 
construction monitoring, and cost. Contrary to the regulatory review process under 
either Approaches 1 or 2, every cultural resource in a project area of analysis known 
prior to the onset of construction, many of which may have otherwise been found not to 
be historically significant, would, under Approach 3, be subject to potentially costly post-
decision and pre-construction data recovery investigation. The only exceptions would be 
those cultural resources that staff could demonstrate that the proposed project would 
not affect or those resources which staff could determine were not historically significant 
on the basis of extant information. 

Due to the absence of the finer resolution data that Approaches 1 and 2 provide, Energy 
Commission and BLM staff would be unable, under Approach 3, to tailor a unique 
construction monitoring protocol for the proposed or alternative actions. As a 
consequence, construction monitoring could become requisite across the entirety of the 
ultimate project area, and each discovery of a new archaeological deposit, during 
construction, would have to be dealt with on an individual basis. Each new construction 
discovery would be subject to an evaluation of historical significance and resources 
thought to be historically significant would then be subject to data recovery investigation 
as construction progressed. Potential increases in the overall number of requisite data 
recovery investigations, both for surface cultural resources known prior to construction 
and for new resources found during construction, in the extent and duration of 
construction monitoring, and in construction discovery events may cause greater 
construction delays and result in higher overall costs for cultural resources compliance. 

C.3.4.7.4 Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
The use of Approaches 2 and 3 require the development and execution of a PA under 
Section 106. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.14(b), PAs are used for the resolution of 
adverse effects for complex project situations and when effects on historic properties, 
resources eligible for or listed in the NRHP, cannot be fully determined prior to approval 
of an undertaking. The BLM will prepare a PA in consultation with the ACHP, the SHPO, 
the Energy Commission, interested Native American groups, and the public at large 
(including tribal governments as part of government to government consultation). The 
PA will govern the conclusion of the identification and evaluation of historic properties 
(eligible for the NRHP) and historical resources (eligible for the CRHR), as well as the 
resolution of any significant effects that may result from the proposed or alternative 
actions. Historic properties and historical resources are significant prehistoric and 
historic cultural resources as determined by Energy Commission and BLM staff.  
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As a result of the anticipated significant effects of the proposed action on cultural 
resources and the large geographic area in the APE, a PA with the BLM, other Federal 
agencies, the Energy Commission, the SHPO, interested Native American tribes 
(government to government consultation), and the public at large is necessary. 
Treatment plans regarding historic properties and historical resources that cannot be 
avoided by project construction will be developed in consultation with stakeholders, as 
stipulated in the PA. When the PA is executed and fully implemented, the project will 
have fulfilled the requirements of CEQA, NEPA, and Section 106 of the NHPA.  

The BLM is presently in the process of initiating formal consultation with the ACHP, the 
SHPO, Energy Commission staff, Native American groups, and the public at large on 
the development of a PA for the proposed action. BLM and Energy Commission staff 
anticipates that the draft PA would be available for public comment concurrent with the 
publication of the supplemental staff assessment and final environmental impact 
statement, presently anticipated to occur in July 2010. Comments on the draft PA would 
be incorporated into the final version of the document which would be executed no later 
than the BLM’s signature of the record of decision for the right-of-way grant for the 
action. 

C.3.5 PROPOSED PROJECT 

C.3.5.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

C.3.5.1.1 Regional Setting 
The proposed project area is located in the southern portion of the Indian Wells Valley, 
bordered on the west by the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains, on the south by the El 
Paso Mountains, on the east by the Argus Range and Searles Valley, and on the north 
by the Coso Range. Indian Wells Valley is an extensive closed basin that also includes 
perennial China Lake, the main current hydrologic feature of the valley. However, it is 
apparent that a portion of the Indian Wells Valley was part of the Indian Wells-Searles 
Basin which formed, at maximum expansion, a large lake with an area of about 386 
square miles, as recently as 10,000 years ago (Hubbs and Miller 1948, p. 81; Gale 
1914; SM 2009a, vol. 1, pp. 5.4-8–5.4-9). Located just northeast of the El Paso 
Mountains, the project area gently slopes from south to north and is roughly bisected by 
a dry wash. 

The vicinity of the proposed RSPP site is relatively flat and is dominated by creosote 
bush. This undeveloped desert land is managed by the Bureau of Land Management 
and lies at the southeast portion of the Indian Wells Valley, about 5 miles southwest of 
the town of Ridgecrest in northeastern Kern County. Highway 395 passes the proposed 
RSPP site to the north, and a former rail line skirts the area just to the west, while a 
power transmission line passes through the southwest corner of the APE. Although no 
natural perennial streams drain the project vicinity, a dry creek bed (El Paso Wash) 
traverses the area diagonally southeast-northwest.  
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C.3.5.1.1.1 Macro-geographic and basic geo-political location 
The project location is in the western Mojave Desert in the northeastern corner of Kern 
County, approximately 5 miles southwest of the city of Ridgecrest. The land is owned by 
the federal government and administered by the Bureau of Land Management.  

C.3.5.1.1.2 Present regional climate 
Currently the regional climate is dry with very little rainfall, typically ranging from 3 to 10 
inches. The area is also subject to frequent very strong winds. On occasion the area is 
subject to a brief but heavy rainfall which causes the dry washes to flood. Summer 
temperatures are often very high (into the 110s), whereas in winter the temperature can 
drop to the low 30s (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, pp. 14-15). 

C.3.5.1.1.3 Regional or macro-biotic community 
The main biotic community of the area is characterized as Mojave creosote bush scrub, 
with the dominant species being creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) and white bursage 
(Ambrosia dumosa). Where the soil becomes more alkaline, saltbush (Atriplex spp.) is 
often found as well as cholla (Opuntia spp.) and various native grasses (SM 2009a, vol. 
2, Append. G., p. 15). 

C.3.5.1.1.4 Present ecology 
The ecology of the area is of a creosote bush dominated, treeless area of alluvial soil 
with spotty ground cover. The habitat is noted especially for Desert Tortoise, Mojave 
Ground Squirrel, numerous rodent species, jackrabbits, cottontails, coyotes, Desert Kit 
fox, and more than 300 species of birds, including burrowing owls (SM 2009a, vol. 2, 
Append. G, p.15). 

C.3 5.1.1.5 Land use 
The area is located entirely within BLM’s West Mojave Plan area (WEMO) and is 
classified as Multiple Use Class Limited (BLM 2005). Historic and current uses of the 
site include grazing, off-road vehicle use, target practice, and trash dumping (SM 2009a 
vol. 2, append. G, p. 1). 

C.3.5.1.1.6 Historic 
Historic use of the land has focused on mining of various types of minerals. Several 
mining “prospects” have been dug in areas within the project ROW (in section 25). BLM 
has also permitted stock grazing on the land. Currently, the land is used for recreational 
purposes (hiking, off-road vehicle use).  

C.3.5.1.2 Project, Site, and Vicinity Description 
The current project has been revised from the original plan submitted. To address 
resource management agencies’ comments regarding habitat values, the RSPP site 
plan has been reconfigured to avoid the impacts to natural storm water flows across the 
El Paso Wash. South of Brown Road, this avoidance will be accomplished by shifting 
the south solar field slightly to the north and west, placing it entirely out of and to the 
west of the Wash. This adjustment results in an approximate 4% reduction in the area of 
disturbance of the southern solar field. The reconfiguration also includes relocation of 
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the power block to the north of Brown Road. The main site access road and main office 
are also moved to north of Brown Road. The reduced footprint of the south solar field 
requires the number of solar collector array loops, which individually have dimensions of 
approximately 1,300 feet long by 140 feet wide, to be decreased from 133 to 119.  

The design of the 230 kV switchyard has been optimized, resulting in a reduction of the 
footprint to 3.2 acres (425 ft x 325 ft) from 5.5 acres (600 ft x 400 ft). The new location 
of the switchyard is such that its western boundary limit will be contiguous with the 
eastern boundary line of the proposed Southern California Edison (SCE) permanent 
easement. Modifications to the planned reroute of the existing SCE lines west of the 
south solar field are consistent with the original intent to closely follow the western limits 
of the field. The length of the existing lines that will need to be relocated (through a shift 
to the west) is now 8,600 feet (compared to 8,000 ft in the original site configuration. 
The length of the proposed realigned segments of the existing SCE 115 kV and 230 kV 
transmission lines will run 9,060 ft around the southwest corner of the south solar field.  
 
North of Brown Road, the north solar field is shifted north and east to move the field 
entirely out of the El Paso Wash. The area of disturbance associated with the north 
solar field has increased by approximately 25% to offset the reduction of the south solar 
field. The number of solar collector array loops in the north solar field has increased 
from 145 to 167. In order to contain the entire field between the east side of the El Paso 
Wash and US Highway 395, the east-west dimensions of the two original segments of 
the north solar field are reduced and the field is reconfigured into a total of six 
segments, with some segments of the field shifted east. The reconfiguration of the 
RSPP results in a slight increase in the ROW to 3,995 acres. Engineered drainages 
along the perimeters of both the north and south solar fields are being redesigned to 
accommodate the new solar field configuration. Total disturbed acreage for the project 
will be increased from approximately 1,760 acres to 1,944 acres (a 10% increase). The 
difference between this acreage and the original 3995 acre ROW will be addressed in 
the Programmatic Agreement. 
 
Several factors contributed to the increase in disturbance area of the north field. The 
greatest factor is more unused space within the fence lines of the solar fields due to 
segmentation of the field to avoid the wash and fit into the remaining available area. The 
new design is not as efficient as the previous design, in both use of land area and 
conversion of solar radiation into electricity. Process efficiency is reduced, requiring 
approximately 3% more solar loops due to the heat transfer requirements associated 
with the solar collection and pumping inefficiencies that occur with the staggered field 
configuration. 

To mitigate the overall losses in process efficiency resulting from the new configuration, 
the process performance of the steam cycle was improved by adding cells to the air-
cooled condenser (ACC). This change approximately doubled the area occupied by this 
piece of equipment, from about 1.66 acres to 3.27 acres; ACC height remains at 120 
feet. The increase in ACC size will reduce the steam system backpressure. To 
accommodate the larger ACC, the layout within the power block was rearranged 
somewhat, although the overall impact to the power block footprint is negligible.  
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In addition, regarding the less efficient use of land area, the staggered field 
configuration results in triangular spaces at the “offsets” in the field design that may be 
disturbed in the process of grading the site. These areas are currently being evaluated 
to minimize any impact. The segmentation in the north field has also increased the 
number of subfields of solar arrays from 4 to 6, resulting in additional terraces, access 
roads, and on-site drainage channels being required between the subfields. Also, the 
new SCE lines have been pushed further to the west, which also has resulted in some 
space inefficiencies and corresponding increase in total disturbance area. The areas of 
disturbance associated with the relocated SCE transmission lines are included within 
the total disturbance area cited above. The disturbed areas west of the south field may 
be able to be further reduced at such time as SCE has finalized their design for the re-
alignment.  

The movement of the power block to the north of Brown Road will result in a longer gen-
tie line alignment and a greater number of monopoles between the power block and the 
switchyard. The length of the t-line alignment will increase from approximately 1,250 ft 
to 3,900 ft, and the number of poles will increase from 3 to 4. The reconfiguration will 
also result in the need for the gen-tie line to cross over Brown Road. The longer north-
south dimensions of the north solar field will result in an overall longer run of in-field 
HTF piping, and the new relative positioning of the two solar fields will result in a longer 
run of out-of-field HTF piping. The major length of out-of-field piping is a 2,200-foot run 
from the power block, spanning over El Paso Wash via a new pipe bridge, under Brown 
Road via a pair of culverts, and onward into the south solar field.  
Because the offsite portion of the water pipeline is shortened in the new design, total 
disturbed acreage for the offsite water line will be reduced from approximately 18 acres 
to approximately 16.3 acres. The diameter for the water pipeline has increased from 12” 
to 16” to accommodate a request from the Indian Wells Valley Water District. 

C.3.5.1.2.1 Descriptions of Alternative Project Configurations Within the Original 
Ridgecrest ROW 

C.3.5.1.2.1.1 Northern Unit Alternative 
The Northern Unit Alternative would be a 146 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by Solar Millennium. This alternative is 
analyzed because (1) it eliminates about 42% of the proposed project area so all 
impacts are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources 
(desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel), cultural resources, and recreational uses, 
and (2) avoids constructing a solar facility in the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation 
Area (MGSCA). 

The Northern Unit Alternative would consist of 167 solar collector array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 146 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 1134 acres of land. This alternative would retain 58% of the proposed 
solar array loops and would affect 58% of the land of the proposed 250 MW project. The 
boundaries of the Northern Unit Alternative are shown in Alternatives Figure 1.  

Similar to the proposed project, the Northern Unit Alternative would transmit power to 
the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation to be located near the proposed 
project site. The power block covering approximately 18 acres, would remain north of 
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Brown Road, as proposed by the project and would include all operational power 
facilities, structures, transmission lines and related electrical system; potable and 
treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, diesel-
powered emergency generator, and firewater system). The proposed transmission line 
alignment is 3,900 ft and would connect to the proposed switchyard (3.2 acres) adjacent 
to the existing SCE 230kV transmission line, west of the proposed project. In addition, 
the site would require access roads, a parking lot, bio-remediation unit and main office 
building (3 acres) all of which are proposed north of Brown Road within the proposed 
project footprint (AECOM 2009). The proposed 16.3 acre water line would remain at the 
location as proposed by the project. The Northern Unit Alternative would not require the 
relocation of the two existing SCE transmission lines. 

As stated above, the Northern Unit Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it would reduce some impacts of the project. Additionally, the Northern Unit 
Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet 
the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment. A limited 
acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments. 

C.3.5.1.2.1.2 Southern Unit Alternative 
The Southern Unit Alternative would be a 104 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by Solar Millennium. This alternative is 
analyzed because it eliminates about 58% of the proposed project area so all impacts 
are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources, and 
cultural resources. 
 
The Southern Unit Alternative would consist of 119 solar array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 104 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 908 acres of land. This alternative would retain 42% of the proposed 
solar array loops and would affect 42% of the land of the proposed 250 MW project.  
 
The boundaries of the Southern Unit Alternative are shown in Alternatives Figure 2. This 
area was would avoid a large portion of the El Paso Wash and sensitive biological 
resources, including areas that were mapped as occupied tortoise and Mohave ground 
squirrel habitat (live tortoise and/or active burrows and sign).  

Similar to the proposed project, the Southern Unit Alternative would transmit power to 
the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation to be located near the proposed 
project site. The power block, spanning approximately 18 acres, would remain north of 
Brown Road, as proposed by the project and would include all operational power 
facilities, structures, transmission lines and related electrical system; potable and 
treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, diesel-
powered emergency generator, and firewater system). The proposed transmission line 
alignment is 3,900 ft and would connect to the proposed switchyard (3.2 acres) adjacent 
to the existing SCE 230kV transmission line, west of the proposed project. In addition, 
the site would require access roads, a parking lot, bio-remediation unit and main office 
building (3 acres) all of which are proposed north of Brown Road (AECOM 2009). The 
proposed 16.3 acre water line would remain at the location as proposed by the project. 
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Similar to the proposed project, the Southern Unit Alternative would require the 
relocation of the two existing SCE transmission lines; this realignment would require 
approximately 58.2 acres. 

As stated above, the Southern Unit Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it would reduce some impacts of the project. Additionally, the Southern Unit 
Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet 
the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment. A limited 
acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.  

C.3.5.1.2.1.3 Original Proposed Project Alternative 
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would be a 250 MW solar facility as originally 
proposed by Solar Millennium. This alternative is analyzed because it would reduce the 
amount of land developed within the Mojave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area and it 
could transmit the full 250 MW of power that Solar Millennium has requested. 
 
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would consist of 278 solar array loops with a 
net generating capacity of approximately 250 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 1,794 acres of land A shorter transmission interconnection – 1,250 feet 
as compared to the proposed project interconnection of 3,900 feet – would be needed.  
The boundaries of the Original Proposed Project Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 3. This project footprint contains two desert ephemeral washes that would 
require redirection and smaller dry desert washes also traverse the site. In addition this 
site is the location of prime desert tortoise and Mojave ground squirrel habitat.  
 
Similar to the proposed project, the Original Proposed Project Alternative would transmit 
power to the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation located near the 
proposed project site and would require infrastructure including main office building (3 
acres), power block, water line, transmission line, switch yard, access roads, parking 
area, bio-remediation unit and maintenance building (AECOM 2009). The 18-acre off-
site water line route would follow the same route as the proposed project. The 
bioremediation unit would be located north of Brown Road, within the proposed project 
footprint; the power block and ancillary facilities would be located south of Brown Road 
on approximately 18 acres in addition to the transmission line and switch-yard (5.5 
acres). The Original Proposed Project Alternative would require the relocation of the two 
existing SCE transmission lines.  

As stated above, the Original Proposed Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it reduces land developed with the MGSCA. Additionally, the Original 
Proposed Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to 
help meet the State’s energy goals. 

C.3.5.1.2.1.4 No Project/No Action Alternatives 

C.3.5.1.2.1.4.1 No Project/No Action Alternative #1: No Action on Ridgecrest Solar 
Power Project application and on CDCA land use plan amendment 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and BLM would not amend the CDCA 
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Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on the project site and 
BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project 
approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to 
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or 
operated on the site and no new ground disturbance. As a result, no loss or 
degradations to cultural resources from construction or operation of the proposed 
project would occur. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become 
available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, including another 
solar project requiring a land use plan amendment. In addition, in the absence of this 
project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal 
mandates, and those projects would have similar impacts in other locations 

C.3.5.1.2.1.4.2 No Project/No Action Alternative #2: No Action on Ridgecrest Solar 
Power Project and amend the CDCA land use plan to make the area available for future 
solar development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and BLM would amend the CDCA Land 
Use Plan of 1980, as amended, to allow for other solar projects on the site. As a result, 
it is possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be 
developed with a different solar technology. As a result, ground disturbance would result 
from the construction and operation of the solar technology and would likely result in a 
loss or degradation to cultural resources. Different solar technologies require different 
amounts of grading and maintenance; however, it is expected that all solar technologies 
require some grading and ground disturbance. As such, this No Project/No Action 
Alternative could result in impacts to cultural resources similar to the impacts under the 
proposed project.  

C.3.5.1.2.1.4.3 No Project/No Action Alternative #3: No Action on Ridgecrest Solar 
Power Project application and amend the CDCA land use plan to make the area 
unavailable for future solar development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and the BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future solar development. As a result, no 
solar energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue 
to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land 
Use Plan of 1980, as amended. Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make 
the area unavailable for future solar development, it is expected that the site would 
continue to remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities 
constructed or operated on the site and no corresponding land disturbance. As a result, 
the cultural resources of the site are not expected to change noticeably from existing 
conditions and, as such, this No Project/No Action Alternative would not result in 
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impacts to cultural resources. However, in the absence of this project, other renewable 
energy projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal mandates, and those 
projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

Within the 3,920-acre RSPP right-of-way (ROW) parcel, the proposed facility footprint 
would cover 1,440 acres. The total surface area potentially disturbed by the project, 
including off-site drainage modifications and linear facilities, is approximately 1,944 
acres (SM 2010a). A proposed water pipeline running within the Kern County ROW, 
along the west side of South China Lake Boulevard, is also included in the plan. 
 
The project will have major impacts on the site area ranging from grading and 
compacting the 1448 acres under the solar fields to the excavation of deep pits for 
reprocessing the water used for cleaning the mirrors in the solar troughs. There will also 
be the construction of various buildings for offices and maintenance. If the North Solar 
Field only alternative is chosen, there will be the need for a Connector to the main 
transmission line interconnection to the Inyokern Substation. A visual impact to areas 
outside of the project disturbance area may affect the adjacent El Paso Mountains 
Sacred site. 

C.3.5.1.3 Environmental Setting 
The environmental setting of the project APE is composed primarily of Cenozoic age 
sedimentary formations composed of older alluvium, younger fan deposits and younger 
alluvium. This alluvium is seen in the form of sand, silt, clay, gravels and angular 
cobbles which were mostly deposited in Pleistocene times. The elevation of the APE is 
fairly flat, ranging from 2630 to 2770 feet). The vegetation is dominated by creosote 
bush scrub (Larrea tridentata) with white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), saltbush (Atriplex 
spp) and some cholla cactus (Opuntia spp.). The area is bisected by the usually dry El 
Paso Wash, which has been known to be subject to major flooding, most recently in 
1984. A variety of desert animal species live in the area, in particular the Desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii) and the Mohave Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis). 
Rainfall in the area is generally from 3 to 10 inches per year (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. 
G, pp. 13-15). 

C.3.5.1.3.1 Paleoclimate 
Toward the end of the Pleistocene Epoch (ca. 10,000–12,000 years ago), the northern 
portion of Indian Wells Valley was a lake, known to geologists as Searles Lake, that was 
part of a large pluvial lake system extending from Lake Lahontan south to Searles Lake. 
The area then dried out for many thousands of years, but experienced a wet period 
about 2,000–3,000 years ago (AAUW 2002, p. 186). Geologic studies of the extent of 
these pluvial lakes indicate that the high water mark did not intrude into or beyond the 
RSPP project area (Jayko 2010). Therefore, it is not expected that ancient lakeshore 
sites would be found in the project APE. However, there is the possibility that streams 
flowing into the lake may have passed through the project area on its way to the pluvial 
lake (Jayko 2010). Such a fresh-water stream would have been attractive for camping 
or habitation. The dry wash known as El Paso Wash that passes through the project 
area might have been an active stream in past times of greater rainfall.  
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C.3.5.1.3.2 Geology  
The geological makeup of the surface in the APE consists mainly of alluvial sediments 
made up of sand, silt, clay, gravels, and angular cobbles, most of which were deposited 
during Pleistocene times, but with some areas, in the southwest corner of the APE and 
along washes, containing more recent Holocene deposits. Situated within the lower 
Indian Wells Valley, these sediments likely derived mostly from the adjacent El Paso 
Mountains with lesser contribution from the Sierra Nevada. The Sierra Nevada 
Mountains to the west consist, principally, of Mesozoic age granitic rocks. Mesozoic age 
granitic rocks are also present in the Coso and Argus ranges to the north and east, but 
these ranges also contain older Paleozoic marine formations as well as Cenozoic age, 
extrusive volcanic rocks. These latter rocks are mostly Quaternary in age and are 
especially prevalent in the Coso Range, with extensive flows of basalt, rhyolite, and 
andesite along with pyroclastic deposits present. The rhyolite flows in the Coso Range 
are also are noted to contain extensive quantities of obsidian (Streitz and Stinson 1974; 
Duffield and Bacon 1981). The El Paso Mountains, immediately to the south and west, 
contain bedrock of pre-Tertiary, Tertiary, and Quaternary age. The older pre-Tertiary 
bedrock consists of a basement complex of metasedimentary rocks of the Garlock 
Series, of Paleozoic age, and granitic rocks of Mesozoic age. The Garlock Series 
contains tactite, marble, phyllite, schist, hornfels, chert, limestone andshale. These 
rocks outcrop along the southern and eastern edges of the APE. The Tertiary Age 
outcrops consist of sedimentary rocks of the Goler Formation, containing arkosic 
sandstone, clay, shale, and conglomerate. The Quaternary rocks are the Pleistocene 
Black Mountain basalt consisting of extrusive flows of vesicular to dense olivine basalt. 
This latter formation is present within the APE along the southwestern project boundary 
(Jennings et al. 1962; SM 2009d, p. 12). 

C.3.5.1.4 Prehistoric Background 
The northwestern Mojave Desert lies at the eastern edge of the southern Sierra Nevada 
mountains. Archaeological studies of this area, particularly the adjacent China Lake and 
El Paso Mountains, resulted in the discovery of human occupation ranging back at least 
11,000 years (Moratto 1984, pp. 66–70; Sutton 1996; Kaldenberg 2005; Sutton et al. 
2007). Extensive archaeological studies in the region since the 1930s have developed 
an understanding of the pattern of this human use of the area (Davis 1978; Davis and 
Panlaqui 1978a, 1978b, and 1978c).  

C.3.5.1.4.1 Basic introduction on the depth of the region’s prehistory 
California prehistorians (cf. Sutton 1996, pp. 227-238; Warren 1984, pp. 409-430) have 
divided the prehistory of the Mojave Desert into six periods. The earliest period is called 
the “Paleo-Indian“ period (10,000 to 8000 BC), followed by the “Lake Mojave Complex” 
(8,000–5000 BC). The next period is titled the Pinto Complex (5000–2000 BC). This 
was followed by the Gypsum Complex (2000 BC–AD 500), and then by the Rose Spring 
Complex (AD 500–1000). Finally, we have the “Late Prehistoric Complex” (AD 1000 to 
European Contact, ca. 1776). Variations on this scheme have been put forward 
(Bettinger and Taylor 1974; Warren and Crabtree 1986, pp. 184-192) in which the dates 
in several periods have been somewhat refined and sometimes renamed. Thus Rose 
Spring has been also called Haiwee or Saratoga Springs (Warren 1984, p. 410) and the 
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dating has been revised to AD 200 – 1100 (Sutton et al. 2007, p. 241) and the Late 
Prehistoric from AD 1100 to European Contact (Sutton et al. 2007, p.242). 

C.3.5.1.4.1.1 Paleo-Indian Period (10,000 – 8000 BC) 
The Paleo-Indian complex that has been identified so far in the Mojave Desert is Clovis, 
which is characterized by the classic fluted projectile point (Sutton et al. 2007, pp 233-
234). These points have been mainly found in the north and western parts of the Mojave 
Desert including China Lake (Sutton et al. 2007, p. 234). 
 
C.3.5.1.4.1.2. Lake Mojave Complex (8,000–5000 years BC) 
The Lake Mojave complex (Warren and Crabtree 1986, p. 184), dating to the early 
Holocene, is represented by sites with a wider toolkit than the Paleo-Indian period. Lake 
Mojave period sites are often limited to surface assemblages, although some 
substantial subsurface deposits have been reported in the central Mojave Desert 
(Jenkins 1985). Assemblages of the Lake Mojave complex are characterized by 
projectile points, including leaf-shaped points, long-stemmed points with narrow 
shoulders (Lake Mojave and Parman points), short-bladed stemmed points with distinct 
shoulders (Silver Lake points), and rare fluted points. Crescents, domed scrapers, 
heavy core tools, and other items are also found. Milling stones had been thought rare 
in the assemblage (Warren and Crabtree 1986), but this notion has been brought into 
question by more recent discoveries (Basgall 1994, Basgall and Hall 1994, and Grayson 
1993).  
 
Because sites of the Lake Mojave period are often found in association with lake stands 
and outwash drainages, some researchers have argued that lacustrine (lake-adapted) 
resources were a subsistence focus. Others suggest that grasslands suitable for the 
grazing of large game would have surrounded the lakes, and that these animals were 
the primary subsistence focus of Lake Mojave cultures. Materials dating to the Lake 
Mojave period in the western Mojave Desert are few and confined to areas such as 
Lake Mojave, Fort Irwin, Twentynine Palms, Rosamond Lake, and China Lake, which is 
located 12 miles northeast of the proposed project site (Sutton et al. 2007). Surveys 
around China Lake in the 1960s and 1970s identified surface prehistoric artifact 
concentrations dating typologically to more than 10,000 years old (Davis 1978, Davis 
and Palanqui 1978). While further analyses identified post-depositional erosion 
processes, including wind and wave forces, at work in forming these artifact 
concentrations, the findings illustrate the cultural adaptation to pluvial conditions (e.g., 
lakes, marshes, and grasslands) that flourished for several millennia after 8,500 B.P. 
(Moratto 1984: p. 77). 

C.3.5.1.4.1.3 Pinto Complex (5000–2000 BC) 
Beginning about 5000 BC the middle Holocene environment changed from a wet to arid, 
with the main sources of water (rivers and lakes) drying up. This resulted also in a 
change in the biota, causing the human population to adjust their cultural adaptation to 
the new desert environment (Warren 1984, pp. 410–414). The sites associated with this 
period are mostly small, indicating a period of major depopulation. 

Pinto period assemblages are notable in the increase in the abundance of groundstone 
implements (Sutton et al. 2007, p. 238), indicative of a greater reliance on hard seeds. A 
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collector-like strategy is indicated (Sutton et al. 2007, p. 238), undertaken by small, 
ephemeral groups practicing subsistence diversification. A distinctive projectile point 
that gives its name to this complex is the Pinto style point. Although the majority of Pinto 
sites are found in the eastern Mojave Desert, Pinto points have also appeared in parts 
of the Western Mojave (Sutton 1988; Sutton et al. 2007, p. 238). Warren (1984, p. 411) 
points out that this arid period was interrupted by a wet period known as the “Little 
Pluvial,” from about 3000 B.C. to 1500 B.C., and suggests that this could have resulted 
in differing adaptations both before and after this wetter period. Sites during this period 
shift from being found along the lake edge to being strung out along stream beds or 
washes.  

C.3.5.1.4.1.4 Gypsum Complex (2000 BC – AD 500) 
An increase in the number of archaeological components and a wider diversity in the 
assemblage and site setting are characteristic of the Gypsum Complex. In some areas 
large village sites appeared, although there were also various smaller special-use sites 
(rock rings, lithic scatters, and milling stations) (Warren and Crabtree 1986, pp. 187–
189). A distinctive projectile point type known as the Humboldt Basal notch has been 
attributed to this period (Garfinkel and Yohe 2004). 

C.3.5.1.4.1.5 Rose Spring Complex (AD 500–1000) [or AD 200 – 1100, see above]. 
A major population increase is indicated during the Rose Spring period with more 
changes in artifact assemblages and the introduction of the distinctive, smaller Rose 
Spring projectile point that is believed to indicate a shift to the use of bow and arrow 
(Sutton 1988; Sutton 1996; Sutton et al. 2007, pp. 241-242). Exploitation of small-to-
medium-size game is indicated during this period, including large numbers of 
lagomorphs (hares and rabbits) and rodents. Milling of plant foods was also very 
important during this period with some sites featuring bedrock milling stations, including 
mortars and slicks (Sutton 1988).  

C.3.5.1.4.1.6 Late Prehistoric Complex (AD 1000 to European contact) 
Ethnic and linguistic complexity apparently increased in this period, with major 
population displacements, particularly the movement of Numic peoples (Shoshonean 
and Paiute) into the Great Basin in large numbers, before the arrival of Europeans (with 
the passage through the area of Fr. Francisco Garcés and his expedition) around 1776. 
New projectile points including Desert Side-notch and Cottonwood triangular points are 
characteristic of this period. Another important arrival is brownware pottery, although it 
was not found so much in the northern Mojave Desert. Tradewares, particularly Lower 
Colorado buffwares, unshaped hand stones and milling stones, incised stones, mortars, 
pestles, and shell beads coming from the coast were typical of this period (Warren and 
Crabtree 1986, pp. 191–192). 

C.3.5.1.5 Ethnographic Background 
The project area is located within the extensive traditional territory claimed by the 
California Native American group known as Kawaiisu. This name is actually one applied 
to them by their Yokuts neighbors. Like most California tribes, the Kawaiisu preferred to 
simply called themselves “people”, which in their language would have been niwiwi 
(Zigmond 1986, p. 410). In common parlance, however, the tribe is usually called 
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Kawaiisu. The Kawaiisu occupied the area extending from the southern Sierra Nevada 
mountains out to the south and east into the Mojave Desert (Zigmond 1986, p. 399), 
including the Indian Wells Valley. 

Ethnographic information indicates that the Kawaiisu traveled as far east as the 
Panamint Mountains, and Steward (1937, 1938) assigns the southern portion of 
Panamint Valley to this group (Cleland 2003; Earle 2005, pp. 5-6). The desert to the 
east of their core area was used mainly for seasonal trips to exploit desert resources 
such as salt (at Saltdale), and to an obsidian source near Randsburg (Pilot Knob) 
(Cleland 2003). 
 
Neighboring groups were the Tubatulabals and Paiutes to the north, the Southern 
Yokuts to the west, and the Kitanemuk and Serrano groups to the south. In the period 
following European contact, the Kawaiisu claimed a major portion of the Mojave Desert 
as their territory, including the Fremont Valley (Sutton 1991). 
 
The Kawaiisu language belongs to the Southern Numic branch of the Northern Uto-
Aztecan family. Seasonally mobile, with a subsistence system based on hunting and 
gathering, the Kawaiisu relied on acorns and pine nuts (Pinus sabiniana and P. 
monophylla), supplemented with large and small game, rodents, birds, and insects 
(Zigmond 1986, pp. 399-400). Acorns were also used as a commodity in exchange for 
obsidian and salt. 
 
Family groups formed the basis of the Kawaiisu social organization, with little tribal 
identity, and with a leader or leaders being recognized through tacit acceptance by the 
community (Zigmond 1986, p. 405). Families cooperated in the procurement of 
subsistence resources, including acorns, tubers, and roots. Material culture included the 
bow and arrow, made of available local woods, lithic tools, elaborate baskets, buckskin 
clothing, beading worn through pierced ears, and tubular nose plugs (Zigmond 1986, 
pp. 400-403). Game included antelope, big horn sheep and chuckwallas (Cleland 2003). 
Pottery, however, is rarely found and may have been obtained in only limited amounts 
through trade with neighboring Great Basin groups rather than through manufacture 
(Zigmond 1986, p. 401). 

C.3.5.1.5.1 Common Linguistic Group 
The Kawaiisu are linguistically part of the Southern Numic language group which is 
related to the Southern Paiutes and Shoshone. The name was not one that the people 
use for themselves. Rather, they called themselves “people” or niwiwi in their language. 
Kawaiisu is believed to have been a name used by neighboring people for them.  

C.3.5.1.5.2 Traditional Territory of Group 
As identified by Zigmond (1986, p. 399) the territory associated with the Kawaiisu 
extends from the area of Tehachapi on the west up to the Panamint Valley and 
Amargosa River on the north and down to the Mojave River on the south. These 
boundaries were probably fluid over time and should allow for periodic shifts and 
overlaps with their neighbors. It appears the Kawaiisu people were a friendly, peaceful 
people who shared resources with their neighbors (Zigmond 1986, p. 399). Desert 
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environments like the project area, were probably more used to collect seasonal food 
products, but not as major base sites which would have been in the vicinity of perennial 
water sources. 

The adjacent El Paso Mountains have been registered with the Native American 
Heritage Commission as a Traditional Cultural Property (Faull et al. n.d.) of importance 
to the current day Native Americans. Its boundary comes to within a half mile of the 
project APE (Singleton 2009). This area appears to be important to not only the 
Kawaiisu, but also the Panamint (Southern Paiute) and Tubatulabal peoples as a place 
to visit for spiritual renewal and inspiration. Ron Wermuth confirmed his own continued 
use of the El Paso Mountains area for religious activities (CEC 2010x). 

C.3.5.1.6 Historical Background 

C.3.5.1.6.1 Spanish Period (1769 to 1821) 
Starting in 1769 at what would become San Diego, Spain sought to reinforce its claims 
to California, as a territory of New Spain, by establishing a series of missions to pacify 
and Christianize the Indians, with the object of making them stable citizens of the 
Spanish Empire. The closest missions to the project area had been established on the 
lower Colorado River, near present-day Yuma, by Fr. Francisco Garcés. Local Indians 
attacked the Colorado River missions in 1781 destroying the missions and killing Fr. 
Garcés. Before that dire event, however, in 1771, Fr. Garcés, intent on locating groups 
of Indians to proselytize, led an expedition that explored the Colorado Desert of 
Southern California. He followed up in 1776 with another expedition that passed through 
the Mojave Desert (Coues 1900; Galvin 1967). 
 
C.3.5.1.6.2. Mexican Period (1821 to 1848)  
Mexico wrested her independence from Spain in 1821, following a ten-year revolution. 
and Alta California became one of the provinces of, first, the new Empire of Mexico, 
under Emperor Agustin Iturbide, and then, in 1823, the Republic of Mexico.  
 
During the Mexican period, companies of fur trappers (Jedediah Smith, Ewing Young, 
Joseph Walker) passed over the desert on the way to the Central Valley of California. 
Walker Pass in the Southern Sierra Nevada bears testament to a passage made by 
Joseph Walker’s company about 1834, that would have passed through part of the 
Indian Wells Valley. Walker subsequently led a party of immigrants westward through 
the pass in 1843, and again in 1845 (AAUW 2002, pp. 6–7). 

After the government secularized the missions, starting in 1834 under California 
Governor José Figueroa, citizens of the province, particularly retired soldiers, began 
petitioning the government for land grants, usually coming from the former mission 
lands. At first, there was some attempt by the government to arrange for the lands to be 
turned over to the former mission Indians, albeit with a Mexican mayordomo in charge. 
In 1839–1840, English merchant William E.P. Hartnell was deputized as the Visitador 
General to the California missions and attempted to investigate the concerns of the 
Indians over mismanagement of their lands by the mayordomos. In 1840, however, 
Governor Alvarado decided, against the advice of the Visitador General, to grant large 
quantities of the mission lands to the petitioners, including members of prominent 
families who had financed various government initiatives and generally supported 
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Alvarado (Gurcke and Farris 2004, p. 13). Due to the distance from the coast and the 
generally undesirable nature of the lands in the Mojave Desert for purposes of 
agriculture or pasturage, no land grants were requested in the project area. 

C.3.5.1.6.3 American Period (1848 to the present) 
Prior to the conclusion of the Mexican War, the United States military effectively took 
control of California in 1846. However, the transfer of the territory did not become official 
until 1848 with the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. During the sporadic 
battles with the Californians in 1846 and early 1847, American troops came to California 
by sea, but also overland by the southern route. From the Utah territory came a 
battalion of Mormons who set up bases in San Bernardino County and San Diego. The 
Gold Rush of 1849 brought other travelers passing through or near the project area, and 
parties of gold seekers taking the southern route to California undoubtedly passed 
through Indian Wells Valley seeking an easier crossing of the Sierra Nevada (AAUW 
2002, pp. 7–8). 

C.3.5.1.6.3.1 Mining in the RSPP Area 
On July 8 and 9, 1855, as part of the General Land Office (GLO) survey of California, 
land surveyor Joseph A. Tivy surveyed T27S, R39E (the township in which the bulk of 
the land in the RSPP is located). Tivy placed various survey markers, usually charred 
wood posts with a mound, trench, and pits at section corners and/or quarter section 
points (GLO notes 1855). His survey noted various dry stream beds crossing the land 
(sections 26 to 25 and 35 to 34), as well as commenting on the quality of the land being 
generally either second- or third-rate undulating prairie. Due to the extreme aridity of the 
Mojave Desert, Tivy judged the area was not suitable for agriculture (GLO notes 1855). 
Tivy also compiled the first map of the area (GLO survey notes, 1855; GLO map 1856). 
 
Following the initial focus of the Gold Rush of 1849 in the mid-Sierra Nevada foothills, 
however, the general search for precious metals brought gold and silver seekers into 
the vicinity of the project area. Miners in the 1850s and 1860s came down into the 
Mojave Desert, especially the hilly terrain such as the El Paso Mountains. The discovery 
of gold there as early as 1853 by a man named Herman Johnson resulted in the arrival 
of a number of miners, although it was another 40 years before mining towns were 
established, among which were Randsburg, Johannesburg, and Garlock in the 1890s 
(Starry 1974, p. 2). Mining districts in the area included the Goler, Randsburg, and 
Rademacher Districts. 
 
Attempts to establish mines in the area of Indian Wells Valley were undertaken in 1860 
by Dr. Darwin French, and the next year Coso Village was established on China Lake. 
With the increasing numbers of whites in the area, altercations with the local Indians 
increased. Eventually a fort was established near Independence in 1862 (Beck and 
Haase 1974, p. 54). In the 1870s, following the completion of the Transcontinental 
Railroad, a number of other miners, including Chinese workers, came to the area.  

The presence of gold inevitably drew bandits including the famous Tiburcio Vasquez 
who roamed all over California. On February 25, 1874, Vasquez and his gang robbed 
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Raymond’s Station in Indian Wells Valley, making off with $1,300 as well as money from 
a number of stagecoach passengers who had stopped at the station (Powers 2002, pp. 
86–87; Jones 1996, pp. 134–137). 

Although gold and silver were the primary elements mined in the western Mojave 
Desert, particularly in the El Paso Mountains, other commercial mining took place as 
well. Various companies were established to mine borates, which were processed to 
make the important cleansing material, borax. A major borate mining operation located 
on the edge of Searles Lake, where the San Bernardino Mining Company was 
established in 1873 by John Searles in the town of Trona (AAUW 2002, p. 33). 

Although the land on which the proposed project is situated was mapped by a GLO 
surveyor in the summer of 1855, it has remained in public ownership until the present 
time. It was not until at least the 1890s that the section of land immediately east of the 
proposed project site (section 36) passed into private hands. The owners, as shown on 
an 1898 map of Kern County, were “Henry and Carlton.” The latter individual may have 
been George E. Carlton, who is shown in the 1910 Federal Census as living in 
Township 1 of Kern County. His birthplace and birth date are given as Maine, in 1868. 
In 1904, a mining map of Kern County issued by the California State Mineralogist, Lewis 
E. Aubury, showed three mines located in section 35, T27S, R39E (Fig. C.3-1). At least 
two of these mines were noted as being owned by F. A. Huntington, of 21 Fremont 
Street, San Francisco (Aubury 1904, pp.11–12). It is interesting to note that Huntington 
was also born in Maine, but 32 years earlier than Carlton, in 1836. At this point, there is 
no known connection between the two men.  
 
In the eastern half of section 25, T27S, R39E, is an area with several rock shelters 
(sites CA-KER-249 and CA-KER-1596). The 1973 Ridgecrest South USGS map also 
indicates several mining “prospects” in this area. These sites are outside the project 
impact area, but within the overall ROW. 
 
Another mine (or prospect, as it is sometimes called) was located on the east side of 
South China Lake Boulevard, within the Architectural APE (AAPE for the Water line). It 
was called the White Star mine and was worked by a man named Gus Erdman 
beginning in 1903 who eventually took between $5000 and $25,000 worth of gold out of 
the mine. Erdman continued working the mine until 1941 when the federal government 
enacted a mining moratorium (Powers 2002, pp. 116-117). This mine was listed as the 
White Star prospect and identified as being at the east corners of sections 18 and 19, 
T27S, R40E. It was said to have had a 60 foot inclined shaft (Troxel and Morton 1962, 
p. 194). Two unnamed “prospects” are shown in the vicinity on the 1973 USGS 
Ridgecrest South 7.5’ quad. The one slightly NE of hilltop 2831 appears to be the most 
likely candidate for this mine, being only about 250 feet from the section corner 
recorded by Troxel and Morton. 

C.3.5.1.6.3.2 Railroads 
With the construction of the Los Angeles Aqueduct, starting in 1907, the California and 
Nevada Railroad line was built to bring up the heavy equipment and materials needed 
for the water project. A few years later, the line was acquired by Southern Pacific 
Railroad and was called the Owenyo Branch or the Mojave-Owenyo Branch, and 
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sometimes the Jawbone Branch (Mikesell and Riggs 1992, p. 6). It passed through the 
western edge of the proposed RSPP site and included features 234 (ballast deck 
culvert), Q-1 (gravel road bed with wooden bridge and concrete culvert) and Q-2 
(loading dock/platform) of linear site CA-Ker-3366H within the project area. The latter 
feature is a still-extant loading dock-platform (Mikesell and Riggs 1992, p. 45). Although 
termed “the Terese siding” in the AFC (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, p. 40) based on 
the Searles Lake (1915) 60 minute USGS quad and the Inyokern (1943) 15 minute 
USGS map, this appears to be in error. The particular feature was actually called the 
Code Siding (Locus Q) in the study by Mikesell and Riggs (1992, p. 45). The Terese 
Siding on this line was located approximately a mile to the NW of the proposed project 
site in sections 16/21 (Hall 1992, p. 45).  

C.3.5.1.6.3.3 Homesteading and the Military 
The availability of this rail line facilitated more people moving into the area. Although a 
few farmers came, the inadequate water supply limited the number that could make a 
go of farming in the Indian Wells Valley. There was a dairy in the area that later became 
Ridgecrest. A small town developed there originally called Crumville (Powers 2002, pp. 
116-119). More intensive settlement in the area occurred in the 1950s and 1960s and is 
mostly found to the north and northeast of the proposed project site, in sections 6, 7, 18 
and 19 of T27S, R40E (SM 2009a vol. 2, app. G, p. 22). During WW II (1943), the Naval 
Air Weapons Station at China Lake was created, and it has become a major employer 
for the area, spurring the development and growth of the town of Ridgecrest.  
 
Another feature identified in the APE is the historic (but now reused as a local road) 
road alignment of Highway 395 (CA-KER-6837H) which has subsequently been 
bypassed in favor of a new alignment of the highway that places it to the north of the 
project APE.  

C3.5.1.7 Cultural Resources Inventory 
A project-specific cultural resources inventory is a necessary step in staff’s effort to 
determine whether the proposed project may cause significant impacts to historically 
significant cultural resources and would therefore have an adverse effect on the 
environment. 
 
The development of a cultural resources inventory entails working through a sequence 
of investigatory phases. Generally the research process proceeds from the known to the 
unknown. These phases typically involve doing background research to identify known 
cultural resources, conducting fieldwork to collect requisite primary data on not-yet-
identified cultural resources within and near the proposed project, assessing the results 
of any geoarchaeological studies or environmental assessments completed for the 
proposed project site, and compiling recommendations or determinations of historical 
significance for any cultural resources that are identified.  
 
This subsection describes the research methods used by the applicant and Energy 
Commission staff for each phase and provides the results of the research, including 
literature and records searches (California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) and local records), archival research, Native American consultation, and field 
investigations.  
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This subsection also provides a brief description of each cultural resource identified by 
the applicant. For this project, staff has used the analytic process (defined above under 
“Methodology and Thresholds for Determining Environmental Consequences”), so the 
inventory consists of the body of resources the applicant identified in the AFC, and the 
descriptions are limited to what the applicant provided, either with the AFC or in 
response to staff’s data requests (SM 2010a). 

Staff’s assessments of the project’s impacts on known cultural resources, potential 
impacts on previously unidentified, buried archaeological resources, and proposed 
mitigation measures for the project’s impacts are presented in subsection C.3.5.2 
below.  

C.3.5.1.7.1 Prehistoric Site Types  
Consideration of possible site types prior to field investigations was important, first, 
because it informed surveyors of the types of cultural resources that were likely to be 
encountered, and second, because the potential value of identified resources would 
depend on their relevance to the investigation of regional research issues. The 
applicant’s identified pre-survey site types expected in the Mojave Desert and the RSPP 
follow (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, p. 34). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.1 Trails 
Trails are generally tamped into stable surfaces, sometimes with larger gravel and 
pebbles pushed to the sides to form slight berms along the edges of the trail. In the 
desert, trails are typically found on shoulders and along tops of ridge systems, relatively 
stable alluvial fans, and other upland areas, often disappearing into a wash. Prehistoric 
trails can follow washes for considerable distances. Along these trails can be found 
associated features, particularly cairns (human-made rock piles). These cairns were 
used for marking the way, or sometimes as shrines to which passersby would 
sometimes add their own contribution (SM 2009a, vol. 1, Append. G, p. 34; Rogers 
1966, pp. 47-51). Although prehistoric trails have not been noted in the site area, it is 
clear that ancient peoples did periodically have to cross the APE in the past, but 
perhaps not enough to result in clear paths evident today. 

C.3.5.1.7.1.2 Lithic Scatters and Flaking Stations  
The debitage (stone flakes resulting from tool making) in lithic scatters is typically a 
result of core (nodule of rock from which flakes are taken) reduction activities. Debitage 
size is usually associated with the size of the parent material and is variable. This 
resource category can range from single flaking stations to large scatters that often 
contain numerous flaking stations with a diffuse, light scatter of debitage. The flaking 
stations often include cores, but rarely finished tools. The tools that are found are 
usually blanks created early in the manufacturing process, or expedient tools (Moratto 
1984, pp. 85-88, 92-96).  
 
In a lithic study in nearby McCoy Wash, Spencer et al (2001) attempted to look at 
reduction techniques and core size to provide a means of relative dating. Although lithic 
scatters are generally interpreted by archaeologists as places where toolstone 
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acquisition and tool manufacture occurred, Native Americans have pointed out that 
certain ritual activities also result in the production of scatters of flaked stone materials 
(e.g. Cachora 1994). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.3 Rock Rings 
Prehistoric rock rings are commonly found throughout the Great Basin and adjacent 
areas. Rock rings are found as isolate features or in clusters and are situated in areas 
of desert pavement or other stable surfaces. Rings larger than 1 m in diameter are 
generally regarded as habitation places, with the rocks possibly used to support brush 
“walls” (Pigniolo et al. 1997; von Werlhof 1977). Smaller rock rings may indicate hearths 
or may have a ceremonial function (Cleland 2005; Pigniolo et al. 1997). Although 
generally circular in shape, these features also occur as ovoids or rectangles (Rogers 
1966, p. 44) and are composed of one (usually) or more courses of rocks ranging from 
cobble-sized to small boulders (Rogers 1966, pp. 45-47). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.4 Cairns 
Within the Mojave Desert, prehistoric cairns are typically situated on stable surfaces. 
The cairns, which may be partially collapsed, are generally composed of multiple 
courses of rocks consisting of pebbles to small boulders. Prehistoric cairns are 
frequently found associated with trails or other features (Rogers 1966, p. 53 ). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.5 Habitation Sites 
Habitation sites typically show evidence of a variety of kinds of occupation debris, 
including multiple artifact classes, subsistence wastes, fire-affected rock, and/or 
domestic architecture. Habitation sites can include living areas (see also rock rings 
above), cooking hearths, subsistence remains (fish or mammal bone), middens, artifact 
scatters, and often discrete activity areas, such as lithic reduction, milling, or other 
subsistence-related locales (McGuire et al. 1982, p. 77-78). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.6 Petroglyphs 
Petroglyphs are formed by removing the desert varnish or weathered surface from 
boulders or bedrock outcrops by various means. They are considered ceremonial in 
nature. Petroglyphs in the Mojave Desert include anthropomorphic, zoomorphic, 
abstract, and geometric forms. Although found singly, petroglyphs usually occur 
clustered on rock faces, forming “panels” (Garfinkel 2007, p. 95-102). 

C.3.5.1.7.1.7 Ground Figures—Geoglyphs and Rock Alignments 
The applicant recognized two types of ground figures: geoglyphs and rock alignments. 
Geoglyphs, sometimes referred to as intaglios, are typically figures incised or scraped 
into the desert pavement (Harner 1953; Johnson 1984; Rogers 1945). In this kind of 
geoglyph, the rocks and gravel forming the desert pavement are removed, exposing the 
lighter-colored soil to form a shape. The removed gravel is often pushed to the edge to 
form a low gravel berm around the geoglyph. Depending on the construction method 
and the degree of erosion, these berms can range from well-defined to ill-defined or 
nonexistent (von Werlhof 1987). Geoglyphs may alternatively be tamped into the desert 
pavement rather than incised. For example, in tamped rings the pavement surface is 
compressed but not actually removed; these are thought to have been used in ritual 
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circle dances (Johnson 1985; Solari and Johnson 1982; von Werlhof 2004). Ground 
figures can also be formed by an additive process wherein cobbles and/or small 
boulders are placed on the ground surface in various types of alignments (Johnson 
1985; von Werlhof 1987). Such types are referred to herein as “rock alignments.” 

C.3.5.1.7.2 Area of Potential Effects (APE) and Project Area of Analysis 
The concept and general definition of the APE (and the approximately equivalent CEQA 
project area of analysis) are discussed above under “Methodology and Thresholds for 
Determining Environmental Consequences.” For this project, staff has defined APEs for 
the following cultural resources types: 

For archaeological resources, staff has defined the APE as the project site footprint, the 
100-foot-wide project linear facilities route corridors, and the maximum depth that would 
be reached by all foundation excavations and by all pipeline installation trenches.  
 
For ethnographic resources, staff has defined the project’s APE as the project site 
footprint as well as the area within a mile of this footprint. In this case, the APE will take 
in the El Paso Mountains Sacred Lands area (for visual impacts) and the Last Chance 
Canyon Archaeological District that overlaps the project area.  
 
For this project, the APE for built-environment resources comprises those structures 
located within .5 miles of the ROW boundaries for the project. In this particular case, 
these structures are found in the area flanking the water pipeline following South China 
Lake Boulevard where such structures are found. 

C.3.5.1.7.3 Background Inventory Research 
Various repositories in California hold compilations of information on the locations and 
descriptions of cultural resources older than 45 years that have been identified and 
recorded in past cultural resources surveys. Applicants acquire information specific to 
the vicinity of their project from certain repositories and provide it to staff as part of the 
AFC submitted to the Energy Commission. Additionally, to acquire further information 
on potential cultural resources in the vicinity of a proposed project, the applicant is 
required to make inquiries of knowledgeable individuals in local agencies and 
organizations and to consult Native Americans who have expressed an interest in being 
informed about development projects in areas to which they have traditional ties. 

C.3.5.1.7.3.1 CHRIS Records Search 

C.3.5.1.7.3.1.1 Methods 
The California Historical Resources Information System, or CHRIS, is a federation of 11 
independent cultural resources data repositories overseen by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation. These centers are located around the state, and each holds 
information about the cultural resources of several surrounding counties. Qualified 
cultural resources specialists obtain data on known resources from these centers and in 
turn submit new data from their ongoing research to the centers. 

On February 13, 2009, the applicant requested from the appropriate CHRIS center, the 
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) in Bakersfield, a records 
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search for any sites and studies within a 1.0-mile area around the original RSPP ROW 
and within 0.5 mile of the water line route. The applicant received the records search 
results on April 20, 2009 (SM 2009b, Appendix G, p. 25).  

IA supplemental records search was conducted by AECOM on January 15, 2010 to 
cover additional areas of the one-mile radius around the interconnection route of a 
transmission line interconnection to the Inyokern substation to determine if any previous 
surveys had been conducted within the limits of or near the interconnection route. The 
results of two record searches were used in this analysis. . 

Additionally, resources recorded as part of the Class III Survey report for the RSPP are 
included in this analysis (Jordan 2009).  

C.3.5.1.7.3.1.2 Results 
The results of this search indicated 32 previous cultural resources investigations within 
the records search area (Table 2). Of these 32 previous surveys, eleven (Young 1978, 
Lawson and Lawson 1986, Norwood 1990, Love and Tang 1997, Berg 1993, Laylander 
1995c, Taylor 1989, Hall 1992, Burke 1988, Wickstrom and Donahue 2003, Darcangelo 
et al 2004, and Wickstrom and Brangham 2006) took place within portions of the RSPP 
APE. Berg (1993) consists of a linear study for a proposed gas line corridor; no 
resources were identified in the RSPP APE. The report, Laylander 1995c, consists of a 
negative archaeological survey report on the linear survey for the proposed 
rehabilitation of Highway 395; one isolate obsidian flake (P-15-10822) was recorded 
within the northeastern portion of the RSPP APE (SM 2009a, Append. G, p. 28; 
Wickstrom and Brangham 2006, p.18). A report by Taylor (1989) consists of a Class III 
inventory conducted by Southern California Edison for the proposed conductoring of the 
now-existing Inyokern-Kramer 115-kV and 220-kV transmission line running through the 
far southwestern corner of the RSPP APE. This study identified one lithic scatter (six 
flakes) within the APE, recorded as isolate feature IF-KER-435 (p.11). Hall 1992 and 
Burke 1988 consist of an original survey and a resurvey of sections of the Lone Pine 
Branch of the Mojave-Owenyo rail alignment, a portion of which runs through the 
western edge of the RSPP APE. Wickstrom and Donahue 2003 and Wickstrom and 
Brangham 2006 consist of the archaeological survey report and a historic properties 
survey report related to the expansion of Highway 395; no sites were recorded within 
the RSPP APE as part of these two studies (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, p. 25-26). 
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Cultural Resources Table 2 
Summary of Previous Surveys within Records Search Limits  

(SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, pp. 26-27) 

Report 
Number 
KE- Date Author Title 
02736 1999 Abeyta, Daniel Demolition of 18 Miles of Abandoned Railroad track, 

Naval Air Weapons Station, China Lake, Kern 
County 

00289 1993 Berg, John E. A Technical Report of a Cultural Resources Survey 
and Inventory for the Mojave Pipeline/Coso Lateral. 

00306 1987 Brock, James, and 
John F. Elliott 

A Cultural Resources Assessment of the Indian 
Wells Valley Water District Southwest Well Field and 
Transmission System 

02553 1998 Burke, Thomas D. Re-Examination of Previously Documented Cultural 
Resources on the Union Pacific Railroad Lone Pine 
Branch, M.P. 4300.00 Series to M.P. 519.34 Near 
Lone Pine, on Public Lands Administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Field 
Office. 

00309 1990 Burton, Jeffrey F. An Archaeological Survey of the Contel Bishop to 
Inyokern Fiber Optics Line, Inyo and Kern Counties, 
California 

02900 2004 Darcangelo, 
Michael, William R. 
Hildebrandt and 
Jerome King 

Archeological Survey of the southern and Western 
Portions of the Security Perimeter Fence Line, Naval 
Air Weapons Station, China Lake 

00424 1983 Garfinkle, Alan P. Archaeological Survey Report for a Proposed Sale 
of an Excess Parcel on 09-KER-395, Kern County, 
California 

02188 1992 Hall, M.C. Cultural Resources Survey of a Portion of the 
Former Southern Pacific Mojave-Owenyo Branch 
Railroad, Inyo and Kern Counties, California 

00532 1978 Jelinek, James and 
Daniel L. Young 

Historical Properties Survey Report 

00538 1992 Jensen, Peter  Archaeological Inventory Survey Buffer Zone Study 
Area at the Ridgecrest Solid Waste Landfill, Indian 
Wells Valley, Eastern Kern County, California 

00541 1992 Jensen, Peter Archaeological Inventory Survey Buffer Zone Study 
Area at the Ridgecrest Solid Waste Landfill, Indian 
Wells Valley, Eastern Kern County, California 

00567 1986 Lawson, Jan B., 
and Clifton E. 
Lawson 

Report of Archaeological Survey for James H. 
Pappe 

00568 1987 Lawson, Jan B. and 
Clifton E. Lawson 

Report of Archaeological survey for Ethel M. Burge 

00040 1995 Laylander, Don Archaeological Survey Report for the West Bowman 
Road Excess Parcels near Inyokern, Kern County, 
California 

00047 1995 Laylander, Don Negative Archaeological Survey Report 
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Report 
Number 
KE- Date Author Title 
00572 1995 Laylander, Don Negative Archaeological Survey Report, U.S. 395, 

P.M. 15.0/29.3 
00576 1985 Lerch, Michael K. Archaeological Survey Report for a Proposed Sale 

of an Excess Parcel on 09-KER-395, Kern County, 
California 

02054 1997 Love, Bruce, and 
Bai Tom Tang 

Water Systems General Plan Indian Wells Valley 
Water District, Kern and San Bernardino Counties, 
California 

02403 2000 LSA Associates, 
Inc. 

Cultural Resource Assessment for Pacific Bell 
Mobile Services Facility LA-973-04, in the County of 
Kern, California. 

00634 1985 Macko, Michael E., 
and Jill Wiesbrod 

Sylmar Expansion Project Cultural Resources 
Inventory and Significance Evaluation, Final Report, 
Volume 1. 

00795 1979 No Author Environmental Impact Statement for Archaeological 
Values Prepared for Various Projected Facilities of 
the IWVCWD. 

00733 1990 Norwood, Richard 
H. 

Cultural Resources survey for Tentative Parcel Map 
No. 9457, 20 Acres in Inyokern, Kern County, 
California 

01868 1989 Oxendine, Joan Cultural Resources Report for the Contel Fiber Optic 
Cable Ridgecrest Resource Area. 

01094 1989 Pruett, Catherine L. Environmental Impact Evaluation: Archaeological 
Evaluation for 80 Acres South of Inyokern, Kern 
County. 

00948 1990 Pruett, Catherine L. Archaeological evaluation for a Road Right-of-Way 
across BLM and South of Inyokern, Kern County. 

01543 1989 Smith, Barbara Report of Archaeological Survey for Ed Lecky 
03574 2006 Switalski, Hubert Archaeological Investigations for Southern California 

Edison’s Proposed Overhead Line Removal and the 
Installation of an Underground Conduit, Inyokern, 
Kern County, California 

02016 1989 Taylor, Thomas T. Archaeological Survey Report Inyokern-Kramer 220 
kV Transmission Line Conductoring Project Tower 
Sites, Pulling Areas, Sleeve Areas, and Wire 
Setups, Kern and San Bernardino Counties, 
California. 

03497 2006 Wickstrom, Brian 
and Lance H. 
Brangham 

Historic Properties Survey Report for the Inyokern 
Four Lane Project, Kern County, California 

02862 2003 Wickstrom, Brian 
and Mike Donahue 

Archaeological Survey Report for the Inyokern Four 
Lane Project, Kern County, California 

01762 1977 Young, Daniel L. Archaeological Survey Report for a Shoulder Paving 
and Resurfacing Project North of Johannesburg on 
9-Ker-395-0.0/14.5 E.A. 069001. 

01828 1978 Young, Daniel Archaeological Survey Report for Highway 
Improvement Projects between China Lake 
Boulevard (Ridgecrest) and Highway 395. 



CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES C.3-44 March 2010 

The records search at the SSJVIC identified 16 resources within the records search 
area. Three of these previously documented cultural resources are located within the 
RSPP APE. These consist of an isolate obsidian flake (P-15-10822) a segment of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad (SP) alignment (P-15-3366), and the Last Chance Canyon 
Archaeological District (P-15-008676). Known cultural resources located within 1.0 mile 
of the RSPP APE include lithic and groundstone scatters, milling features, rock shelters 
and rock alignments, historic debris, and a portion of Old Highway 395 (SM 2009a, 
vol. 2, Append. G, p. 27-29. 

The eastern boundary of the NRHP-listed Last Chance Canyon Archaeological District 
was arbitrarily set at the eastern edge of the Inyokern 15’ USGS topographic 
quadrangle at 117° 45’. This means that it crosses over into the RSPP ROW by 
anywhere from 0.4 mile (in T27S, R39E, section 35) to 1.4 miles (in the upper half of 
section 27). Although data available to BLM and the applicant at the time of application 
indicated that all the sites in this District were well to the south and west of the RSPP 
APE, on a reconnaissance tour, local Native Americans pointed out to CEC and BLM 
archaeologists the location of at least two unrecorded village sites about one mile from 
the RSPP APE (Storm 2010, p. 1). 

C.3.5.1.7.3.2 Archival and Library Research 
Detailed, resource-specific information needed by staff may entail primary and 
secondary research in various archives and libraries, holding such sources as historic 
aerial photography, historic maps, city directories, and assessors’ records. The 
applicant may include archival information as part of the information provided to staff in 
the AFC or may undertake such research to respond to staff’s data requests. Staff may 
also undertake such research to supplement information provided by the applicant. 

C.3.5.1.7.3.2.1 Methods 
Staff consulted various archival resources for the RSPP APE in order to learn more 
about the regional and local history of the area. This included research on historical land 
use and occupation of the APE, utilizing historical texts and maps. Historic maps on file 
at the University of Alabama were referenced on-line. In addition, staff examined maps 
and documents at the University of California, Davis, (UCD) in the Map Room and in 
Special Collections, which oversees the Harrison Collection of Western Americana. 
 
The Applicant and Staff also visited the Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Field 
Office. The BLM field staff provided information and records related to historic activities 
in the area and commented on cultural resources that have been identified in the APE. 
Archived material included the 1856 GLO plat maps of the APE and mining claim 
information. Staff visited BLM’s State Office in Sacramento and obtained both a copy of 
the 1856 survey map and copies of the survey notes for this map. 

C.3.5.1.7.3.2.2 Results 
Historic topographic maps are often useful in identifying the locations of historic roads, 
structures, and other features, as well as natural features (stream beds, etc.) that may 
be of importance. Cultural Resources Table 3 lists the historic maps staff consulted. 



  CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
March 2010 C.3-45 NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES 

Cultural Resources Table 3 
Historic Maps Consulted by Applicant and Staff 

Map Name/Date Scale Notes  Source 
U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) 
Searles Lake 1915 

1:250,000 Overview of RSPP APE University of 
Alabama 

USGS Inyokern1943 1:62,500 Western portion of RSPP APE University of 
Alabama 

USGS Ridgecrest 
1943 

1:62,500 Eastern portion of RSPP APE University of 
Alabama 

General Land Office 
(GLO) Plat 
T27S/R39E 1856 

1:32,500 Overview of RSPP APE BLM Sacramento 

Map of Kern County 
1875 

1:190,080 Overview of RSPP APE UCD Map Library 

Map of Kern County 
1898 

1:126,720 Ownership comments on RSPP 
APE 

UCD Map Library 

Mining Map of Kern 
County 1904 

1:300,000 Mines identified in RSPP APE UCD Map Library 

Map of Kern County 
1912 

1:140,000 Ownership in project vicinity UCD Map Library 

Map of Kern County 
1918 

1:126,720 Ownership in project vicinity UCD Map Library 

Although none of the historic maps consulted by staff show standing structures in the 
RSPP APE, the Kern County Mining Map of 1904 does record three mines in section 35 
of T27S, R39E. The original GLO survey map of 1856 and the Kern County map of 
1875 both show only the dry creek beds traversing the APE. The later maps show the 
historic alignment of the original highway 395. This is now known as Brown Road and 
traverses the middle of the APE, while the current Highway 395 passes to the north. 
Also shown are an unnamed dirt road running northwest-southeast paralleling the 
Terese Siding (sic, as shown on the 1915 Searles 60’ USGS quad, actually the Code 
Siding) of the SP Mojave-Owenyo Branch line and an unnamed dirt road running 
southwest-northeast leading out from Freeman Canyon, crossing the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct, passing the Terese Siding road, and ending in a junction with the present-
day Brown Road alignment. These roads, as well as the SP Mojave-Owenyo Branch 
line, appear on the USGS Searles Lake 1915 quadrangle. 

C.3.5.1.7.3.3 Local Agency and Organization Consultation 
California counties and cities may recognize particular cultural resources as locally 
historically important by ordinance, in general plans, or by maintaining specific lists. To 
facilitate the environmental review of their projects, applicants acquire information on 
locally recognized cultural resources specific to the vicinity of their project by consulting 
local planning agencies and local historical and archaeological societies. 
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C.3.5.1.7.3.3.1 Results of Inquiries to Local Agencies and Organizations 
The applicant contacted local museums and historical societies by letter on June 1, 
2009, requesting any pertinent information regarding historic or other cultural resources 
within or near the RSPP APE. The applicant had received no responses by August, 
2009. However, at the time of the public meeting held in Ridgecrest on December 15, 
2009, two tribal members made public comments and the chair of a neighboring tribe 
sent in her written comments.  

The following organizations were contacted (SM 2009a, p.31): 

Clan Diggers Genealogical Society; 
Historical Society of the Upper Mojave Desert; 
Kern County Museum; 
Maturango Museum; and  
Kern River Valley Historical Society and Kern Valley Museum. 

The applicant visited the Historical Society of the Upper Mojave Desert and the 
Maturango Museum in Ridgecrest, California, on May 9 and 10, 2009. These two 
institutions provided supplementary material for the historical narrative of the area, 
consisting of secondary sources compiling historical information. Staff at the two 
institutions did not comment on any specific cultural resources within the APE (SM 
2009a, Vol. 2, Append. G, p. 30).  
 
On December 15, 2009, staff visited the Maturango Museum. Subsequent to that visit, 
Curator Alexander K. Rogers sent to staff a lengthy database of all the historic maps 
related to the area around Ridgecrest held by the museum. Additionally, the curator 
informed staff that archaeological collections made on the RSPP site could be curated 
at the museum at a competitive rate, to be determined in consultation between the 
applicant and the museum. 

C.3.5.1.7.3.4 Native American Consultation 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) maintains two databases to assist 
cultural resources specialists in identifying cultural resources of concern to California 
Native Americans, referred to by staff as Native American ethnographic resources. The 
NAHC’s Sacred Lands File is a database that has records for places and objects that 
Native Americans consider sacred or otherwise important, such as cemeteries and 
gathering places for traditional foods and materials. The NAHC Contacts database has 
the names and contact information for individuals, representing a group or themselves, 
who have expressed an interest in being contacted about development projects in 
specified areas. Both applicants and staff request information from the NAHC on the 
presence of sacred lands in the vicinity of a proposed project and also request a list of 
Native Americans to whom inquiries will be made to identify both additional cultural 
resources and any concerns the Native Americans may have about a proposed project. 
While the BLM must formally consult, government-to-government, with the federally 
recognized Indian tribes that have traditional cultural ties to the area in which the project 
is located, the Energy Commission provides information and sends notices of all public 
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events regarding the project to all Native American groups and individuals whom the 
NAHC identifies as having an interest in development in the area, whether federally 
recognized or not. 

On April 13, 2009, the applicant contacted the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) requesting information on sacred lands and traditional cultural properties, as 
well as a list of Native American individuals and organizations that might have 
knowledge or concerns with cultural resources within the APE. The April 20, 2009 
NAHC response stated that Native American cultural resources are located within a 0.5-
mile radius of the RSPP APE. The NAHC was not specific as to the nature of the 
cultural resources, but strongly encouraged the applicant to contact the local Native 
Americans (Singleton 2009). 

C.3.5.1.7.2.4.1 Results of Inquiries Made to Native Americans 
Six Native American representatives were identified by the NAHC, representing the 
following tribes, groups, and organizations (SM 2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, pp. 30-31): 

Tule River Indian Tribe; 
Tejon Indian Tribe; 
Kern Valley Indian Council; and 
Tubatulabals.  

The applicant sent letters to these individuals informing them of the project and asking 
for their input and concerns, and, additionally, made follow-up telephone calls to them. 
To date, the applicant has received one response from Harold Williams, past 
Chairperson of the Kern Valley Indian Council. However, upon further contact Mr. 
Williams stated that he was no longer Chairperson and that the applicant should contact 
Robert Robinson and/or Ron Wermuth (SM 2009a, Vol. 2, Append. G, p. 31). 
 
At Energy Commission-BLM public meetings held in Ridgecrest on December 15, 2009 
and again on January 5, 2010, Mr. Robinson and Mr. Wermuth made comments on 
their concerns about the RSPP, specifically the likelihood of disturbing burials, 
destruction of archaeological sites, and the proximity of the project to the El Paso 
Mountains Sacred lands. On December 15, 2009, they took Energy Commission and 
BLM cultural resources staff on a tour of a portion of the sacred area and pointed out 
two previously unrecorded village sites within a mile of the western edge of the RSPP 
APE. In addition to expressions of concern from Mr. Robinson and Mr. Wermuth, the 
written comments from Dr. Donna Miranda-Begay, Tribal Chairwoman of the 
Tubatulabals of Kern Valley were provided to the CEC and are entered into the docket. 
The Tubatulabals are a tribe whose traditional territory adjoins that of the Kawaiisu, who 
are directly associated with the RSPP site.  

Since the proposed site is on federal land, BLM has initiated government-to-government 
consultation with Native Americans to facilitate the preparation of a Programmatic 
Agreement.  
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Efforts to contact Native American groups and the results of those efforts are as follows 
(Storm 2010): 

• June 17, 2009 Letter to Tribes. This letter was an initial briefing on project and 
requested comments and concerns. The deadline for response was August 7, 2009. 
Letter mailed to 6 recipients. No formal responses received. 
1) Mr. Harold William, Tribal Chair; Kern Valley Indian Council, PO Box 147, 

Caliente CA 93518; primary federally unrecognized tribe in eastern Kern 
County, representing Kawaiisu, Tubatulabals, Paiute, and Yokuts native 
peoples. 

2) Mr. Bob Robinson, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Kern Valley Indian 
Council, PO Box 401, Weldon CA 93283 

3) Ms. Donna Miranda-Begay, Tribal Chair; Tubatulabals of Kern Valley Tribe; 
primary federally unrecognized tribe in eastern Kern County representing 
Tubatulabals of the Miranda and White Blanket tribal allotments, Kern River 
Valley. 

4) Mr. Ron Wermuth, Council Chair; Monache Intertribal Council, PO Box 168, 
Kernville CA 93238; oldest Native American community organization in Kern 
River Valley. 

5) Ms. Arlene Apalatea, Co-Chair, Nuui Cunni Interpretative Center, PO Box 3984, 
Wofford Heights CA 93285; operated the Nuui Cunni Center under Special Use 
Permit from Sequoia National Forest for public education on the culture of the 
Indians of Kern County. Also known as the Kern River Paiute Council, and 
Raymond Vega. 

6) Ms. Kathy Paradise, Program Lead, Lake Isabella Office, Owens Valley Career 
Development Center, PO Box 2895, Lake Isabella CA 93240; community social 
outreach organization in Lake Isabella area. 

• October 21, 2009 Letter to Tribes. This letter provided a reminder, contained in a 
consultation letter regarding three wind energy projects near the City of Mojave, 
eastern Kern County, that BLM was reviewing this project, and again asked for 
comments and concerns.The deadline for response was December 18, 2009. Letter 
mailed to 6 recipients. No formal responses received.  
1) Tribal Chair, Kern Valley Indian Council, PO Box 1010, Lake Isabella CA 93240 

2) Mr. Bob Robinson, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Kern Valley Indian 
Council 

3) Ms. Donna Miranda-Begay, Tribal Chair; Tubatulabals of Kern Valley Tribe 

4) Mr. Ron Wermuth, Council Chair; Monache Intertribal Council 

5) Ms. Arlene Apalatea, Co-Chair, Nuui Cunni Interpretative Center 
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6) Ms. Kathy Paradise, Lake Isabella Office, Owens Valley Career Development 
Center 

• February 5, 2010 Letter to TribesThis letter provided an update on the status of the 
siting case and the analysis of cultural resources, on Energy Commission and BLM 
workshops held from December 2009 through January 2010, on Native American 
input received to date, on the pending release of the SA/DPA/DEIS for the project, 
and on the results of the cultural resources survey of summer 2009.The groups were 
also invited to consult on eligibility evaluations of archeological sites in the project 
area of analysis and invited to be consulting parties on the PA being prepared by 
BLM, SHPO, and ACHP. The letter proposes a deadline for response of March 12, 
2010. Letters mailed to 5 recipients. No formal responses received to date. 
1) Ms. June Price, Tribal Chair, Kern Valley Indian Council,  

2) Mr. Bob Robinson, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, Kern Valley Indian 
Council 

3) Ms. Donna Miranda-Begay, Tribal Chair; Tubatulabals of Kern Valley Tribe 

4) Mr. Ron Wermuth, Council Chair; Monache Intertribal Council 

5) Ms. Arlene Apalatea, Co-Chair, Nuui Cunni Interpretative Center 

C.3.5.1.7.3.5 Consultation with Others 
Additionally, staff has been in contact with two archaeologists, Dr. Alan Gold and Mr. 
Mark Faull, who were co-authors of the Sacred Lands File nomination submitted to the 
Native American Heritage Commission that encompasses the adjacent El Paso 
Mountains area. 

C.3.5.1.7.2.5.1 Results of Consultations with Others 
Dr. Gold described a wide variety of cultural sites in the El Paso Mountains including 
village sites, rock art, rock alignments, rock rings, caves, quarries and other special 
activity areas. Gold emphasized the supernatural significance of the area to the 
Kawaiisu and referred to the sacred sites study that he had co-authored regarding the 
El Paso Mountains (cf. Faull et al. n.d.). 

C.3.5.1.7.4 Field Inventory Investigations 
To facilitate the environmental review of their projects, applicants conduct surveys to 
identify previously unrecorded cultural resources in or near their proposed project areas. 
These surveys include a pedestrian archaeological survey and a built-environment 
windshield survey. The applicant includes the acquired new survey information as part 
of the information provided to staff in the AFC and may undertake additional field 
research, including geoarchaeological studies and site testing, to respond to staff’s data 
requests. Staff may also undertake additional field research to supplement information 
provided by the applicant. 
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C.3.5.1.7.1 Survey methodology 
A Class III archaeological survey of the project disturbance area and a 200 foot buffer 
surrounding it (per CEC requirements) was conducted by AECOM/EDAW between May 
4 and May 13, 2009. A survey corridor for linear components included the ROW 
alignment and 50 feet on both sides of the alignment. A historical architecture survey of 
the built environment with a buffer of 0.5 mile was also completed by EDAW. 

The Class III survey was conducted by qualified four- to nine-person survey teams, 
each led by a qualified crew chief. Survey intervals of no wider than 20 m were used. 
After the survey teams identified the sites and noted their GPS location, the sites were 
flagged using flagging tape. An arbitrary distance of 50 m was used to determine 
whether features and/or artifacts formed separate sites or simply loci of a single site. 
The surveyors utilized 7.5’ USGS topographic maps, aerial photos and hand held sub-
meter GPS units loaded with shape files of the APE, to include previously recorded 
sites.  

A separate recording team later came in to record the sites. Photographic 
documentation, site sketch maps (using sub-meter GPS units), artifact and feature 
descriptions and environmental context were then recorded on DPR 523 site forms.  
The site forms included at a minimum Primary forms (DPR 523A) and USGS location 
maps (DPR 523J). If resources were more complex, additional forms were used as 
appropriate including the archaeological site record (DPR 523C), linear feature form 
(DPR 523E) and/or a sketch map (DPR 523K). Sketch maps included a site datum and 
features, artifact concentrations, and other cultural elements. Isolated finds were noted 
and their locations mapped using GPS devices and recorded on a single primary (DPR 
523A) form. Completed DPR site forms will be sent to the appropriate Information 
Center to be assigned permanent numbers in the state inventory system. Artifacts were 
not collected and all flagging tape was removed from the site after it was recorded (SM 
2009a, vol. 2, Append. G, p. 33).  
 
An additional Class III pedestrian archaeological survey was conducted by PAR 
Environmental from February 28 to March 3, 2010 to cover an additional 413.2 acres 
added to the original project footprint in the new revised project configuration. The area 
was surveyed by three archaeologists walking abreast at approximate 15 meter 
intervals. Transect paths zigzagged to increase coverage. Apparent historic prehistoric 
resources both sites and isolated artifacts were photographed, described and a GPS fix 
taken on the location. Information was recorded on data sheets for inclusion on DPR 
standard cultural resource record forms (PAR 2010).  

C.3.5.1.7.4.1.1 Results of Pedestrian Archaeological Survey  
Inventory of the cultural resources in the project’s area of analysis was accomplished by 
the applicant through its contractor, AECOM/EDAW whose cultural resources team 
undertook to locate and record cultural sites including archaeological sites and 
architectural features that exist both in the ROW of the site and to determine from 
previous surveys within a mile of this area any other cultural resources. 
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A subsequent survey of additional parcels of land due to the revised configuration of the 
RSPP APE was carried out by PAR Environmental on behalf of the Energy Commission 
from February 28 to March 3, 2010. This resulted in the finding of 11 new sites and 30 
isolates. 

The combined inventory identified 545 cultural resources. Of these, 92 are 
archaeological sites of which 71 sites (14 prehistoric and 59 historic) are within the area 
of direct impact in one or more of the four configurations of the RSPP. 

All 37 of the architectural features are outside the APE and therefore have not been 
evaluated. Of the 386 isolated finds identified, 309 were in the APE. The majority of the 
isolated finds were single metal cans. Fifty nine prehistoric isolates were documented, 
consisting primarily of stone flakes. (SM 2009a, vol. 2, append. G, p. 41; SM 2009d, 
Cult. Res., pp. 16-18; EDAW/AECOM 2009, p. 18; SM 2010a [SM 2010a, tn:55004]). 

Cultural Resources Table 4 
Known Cultural Resources Located in the Vicinity of the RSPP 

Resource Type 
and Designation 

Resource Description [type, 
size, age, data absences] 

Previously 
Known/New 

Information 
Source 

Prehistoric Archaeological Resources 
Lithic scatters Stone flakes, non diagnostic 1/6 SM 2009d 

Milling stones and 
flakes 

Metate fragments with some 
stone flakes, non-diagnostic 

1/7 SM 2009d; PAR 
2010 

Mano cache Surface cache of manos, non 
diagnostic 

0/1 SM 2009d 

Piled rock feature 
(cairn?) 

Possible cairn, but uncertain 
whether prehistoric or historic 

0/2 SM 2009d; PAR 
2010 

Isolates Isolated stone artifacts 6/59 SM 2009a, vol. 2, 
append. G, pp. 
27-28, 41) 

Rock Ring Prehistoric rock ring 0/1 PAR 2010 

Ethnographic Resources  
Last Chance 
Canyon 
Archaeological 
District 

Archaeological district set 
mainly in El Paso mountains 
but whose boundaries overlap 
the project area 

1/0 SM 2009a, vol. 2, 
Append. G, p. 28; 
Apostolides 1971 

Historical Archaeological Resources 
Tin can scatter Scatters of 20th cent. Tin cans 

ranging from early to second 
half of 20th century 

0/41 SM 2009d 
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Resource Type 
and Designation 

Resource Description [type, 
size, age, data absences] 

Previously 
Known/New 

Information 
Source 

Tin can and glass 
scatter 

Scatters of 20th century tin 
cans mixed with glass 
fragments 

0/4 SM 2009d 

Historic Debris 
Scatter 

Wider variety of historic 
debris, suggesting household 
trash 

0/7 SM 2009d 

Claim post/ can 
scatter 

Claim post with attached can 
and small scatter of other 
cans, date uncertain. 

0/3 SM 2009d 

Claim post/rock 
pile feat. 

Claim post with attached can 
plus rock pile feature (cairn?); 
date uncertain 

0/4 SM 2009d 

RR camp dugout Camp dugout from 
construction of railroad circa 
1908 

0/1 SM 2009d 

Cistern and well Shallow cistern and pipes for 
a well, date unknown 

0/1 SM 2009d 

 Depressed roadbed 
alignment with side berms 

0/1 SM 2009d 

 Historic road alignment 0/3 SM 2009d 

 Old Highway 395 alignment 1/0 SM 2009d 

Isolates Isolated historic artifacts 0/327 SM 2009a, vol. 2, 
append. G, p. 41) 

Built-Environment Resources 
Homestead 
building 

Single family dwellings, 
mostly second half 20th 
century. 

0/37 EDAW 2009, p. v 

C.3.5.1.7.4.3 Results of Geoarchaeological Investigations 
A geo-archaeological study seeking to determine the makeup of the soils in the project 
area from July 14 through July 18, 2009 with a view to the likely presence of deeply 
buried sites was undertaken (Steinkamp 2010). This study was in the form of geo-
archaeological monitoring done in conjunction with a geotechnical study that combined 
drilling 11 bore holes and digging ten 1x2 meter test pits using a backhoe. The locations 
of the bore holes and test pits were determined by project engineers, not the 
archaeologists. Only the material excavated from the ten test pits was examined by the 
geoarchaeologist (Steinkamp 2010, p. 3). While this form of testing gives indications of 
the likelihood of buried sites, since it was designed with engineering concerns in mind, it 
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does not represent a formal archaeological testing program wherein predicted areas of 
sites, or even locations where there are surface indications of sites are used to guide 
the selection.  

Steinkamp recommended that the whole length of the El Paso Wash (Fig. C.3-2) be 
subjected to archaeological monitoring, in particular in the area between TP-7 and TP-5 
and between TP-5 and TP-2, since this area “has a high probability for well-developed 
paleosols and the possibility of intact archaeological deposits.” Steinkamp further stated 
that “the area between the above-mentioned trash pits has the potential to contain 
buried archaeological deposits, however the potential for buried archaeological deposits 
decreases rapidly away from the main drainage. Monitoring of target areas should be 
conducted from the surface to a depth of 10 feet below ground surface. All other areas 
of the RSPP [APE] have a relatively low potential for buried archaeological deposits” 
(Steinkamp 2010, p. 15).  

C.3.5.1.7.4.4 Results of Windshield Survey for Built-Environment Resources 
No built environment resources were observed in the project area with the possible 
exception of a standpipe and water cistern used for stock watering (RS-614).  
 
An historic architecture (EDAW 2009) windshield survey along the route of the water 
line was conducted in May 2009. The investigation was undertaken to identify potential 
historic architectural resources that may be affected by the construction of a water line 
(EDAW 2009, p. v). This study identified 37 built resources (see table 5) with the AAPE-
WL (EDAW 2009, pp. v-viii), however, none of these resources will be affected by the 
water line construction. 

C.3.5.1.7.5 Summary of Identified Cultural Resources in the APEs 
Cultural Resources Table 5 (below) summarizes the identified cultural resources in the 
RSPP area of analysis that were identified in the course of Applicant’s surveys. 
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Cultural Resources Table 5 
Cultural Resources Inventory for the Project Area of Analysis 

Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

Archaeological 
Resources 

 

Prehistoric 
Archaeological 
Resources 
RS-19c (2009) Metate Milling 

Feature and biface 
Disturbance 
Area (APE) 

Treated as 
eligible 

SM 2010a 

RS-154 (2009) Lithic scatter of 
cryptocrystalline 
silicate1 (CCS) 
flakes 

APE in Alt 4; 
Out of APE 
(Alt. 1) 

Treated as 
eligible. Appears 
to meet 
requirements for 
CARIDAP 

SM 2010a 

RS-407 (2009) Piled Rock Features CEC buffer 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt. 4) 

Treated as 
eligible for 
NRHP, not 
evaluated for 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-409 (2009) Metates and 
obsidian flake 

Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible for 
NRHP, not 
evaluated for 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-410 (2009) Lithic Scatter Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible. Appears 
to meet 
requirements for 
CARIDAP 

SM 2010a 

RS-604 (2009) Whole metate and 
metate fragment 

Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible for 
NRHP,not 
evaluated for 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-617 (2009) Mano cache Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible 

SM 2010a 

RS-720 (2009) Groundstone 
scatter—mano and 
metate fragments 

Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible under 
NRHP and not 
evaluated under 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

                                            
1 Cryptocrystalline silicates are rocks such as flint, chert, chalcedony, or jasper that contain a high 

percentage of silica (SiO2), the primary compound that composes quartz. 
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Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

RS-850 (2009) Lithic scatter Disturbance 
area 

Treated as 
eligible. Appears 
to meet 
requirements for 
CARIDAP 

SM 2010a 

RS-870 (2009) Lithic and 
groundstone scatter  

Disturbance 
Area (Alt 4. 
Out of APE 
Alt 1 

Treated as 
eligible for 
NRHP and not 
evaluated for 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RC-S-6 Basalt boulder 
metate 

Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible for 
CRHR and not 
evaluated for 
NRHP 

PAR 2010 

RC-S-7 Rock ring Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible for 
CRHR and not 
evaluated for 
NRHP 

PAR 2010 

RC-S-8 Basalt metates Disturbance 
Area 

Treated as 
eligible for 
CRHR and not 
evaluated for 
NRHP 

PAR 2010 

Historical 
Archaeological 
Resources 

 

RS-1 (2009) Can scatter—Post-
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-1b (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-1c (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-2 (2009) Claim post feature 
and tin can scatter—
post 1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-3 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 
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Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

RS-5a (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-6 (2009) Rock-lined historic 
roadbed—mid 20th 
century(?) 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-8 (2009) Claim post and can 
scatter—post 1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-10 (2009) Claim post/rock pile 
feature—post 1907 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-11 (2009) Claim post/rockpile 
feature—early to 
mid 20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-12 (2009) Claim post/rock pile 
feature—early to 
mid-20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-13 (2009) Claim post/rock pile 
feature—early to 
mid 20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-15 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHP 

SM 2010a 

RS-18/19 
(2009) 

Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-21 (2009) Can scatter with 
wood—early to mid-
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-23 (2009)  Claim post feature—
early to mid 20th 
century 

Out of APE 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-32 (2009) Can scatter-post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-37 (2009) Can and glass 
scatter—early to 
mid-20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-38 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-39b (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE (Alt 4); 
buffer (Alt 1) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 
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Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

RS-40b (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-42 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE (Alt 4); 
buffer (Alt 1) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-150 (2009) Railroad camp 
(dugout tent pad 
and debris)-early 
20th century 

APE Assumed eligible 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-151 (2009) Historic debris 
scatter—post 1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-153 (2009) Can scatter with 
glass and wood—
early to mid 20th 
century 

Out of APE 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-155 (2009) Can and glass 
scatter—early to 
mid-20th century 

APE  Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-157 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

CEC buffers 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-158 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-159 (2009) Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-161 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-162/163 
(2009) 

Can scatter—early 
20th century 

APE Assumed 
significant for 
NRHP and 
CRHR* 

SM 2010a 

RS-166 (2009) Historic debris 
scatter (cans, milled 
wood, amethyst and 
other glass 
fragments)—mid 
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-167 (2009) Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 
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Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

RS-325 (2009) Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-603 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-607 (2009) Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

CEC buffers 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4)  

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-614 (2009) Cistern and well—
early to mid-20th 
century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR * 

SM 2010a 

RS-616 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-618 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-700 (2009) Cans and glass 
fragments—post 
1935 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-726 (2009) Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

APE  Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-728/731 
(2009) 

Can scatter—early 
to mid-20th century 

APE Assumed 
significant for 
NRHP and 
CRHR * 

SM 2010a 

RS-739 (2009) Can scatter early to 
mid 20th century 

APE  Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-742 (2009) Can scatter—early 
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-746 (2009) Can scatter—early 
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-750 (2009) Cans and barrel 
straps scatter—early 
to mid 20th century 

CEC buffers 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-752 (2009) Can scatter—early 
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 
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Cultural Resource 
Type and 
Designation (Year 
of Initial 
Recordation) 

Description Project Area 
Location 
(likely 
impact by 
Alternatives) 

Preliminary 
California 
Register of 
Historical 
Resources 
(CRHR) 
Eligibility 

Siting Case 
Report 
Reference 

RS-773 (2009) Can scatter—mid 
20th century 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-781 (2009) Can scatter—mid 
20th century 

Out of APE 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-856 (2009) Can scatter—post 
1935 

Out of APE 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-866 (2009) Can scatter—mid 
20th century 

Out of APE 
(Alt 1); APE 
(Alt 4) 

Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-868 (2009) Historic road 
alignment—pre-
1915 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

RS-869 (2009 Historic road 
alignment—pre-
1915 

APE Not significant 
for NRHP or 
CRHR 

SM 2010a 

CA-KER-6837H Old Highway 395 
alignment and 
associated historic 
debris—early to mid 
20th century 

APE Assumed eligible 
under NRHP 
Criterion A and 
CRHR Criterion 
1 

SM 2010a 

Multiple- 
Component 
Archaeological  
Resources 

 

Last Chance 
Canyon/El Paso 
Mtns/Black 
Hills/Indian 
Wells Historical 
District 

Petroglyph sites, 
open campsites, 
house-ring 
complexes, burials 

Adjacent to 
project area 
on west; 
boundary 
overlaps 
project APE 

Listed on the 
NRHP (1971) 

Apostolides 
1971 

Ethnographic 
Resources  

El Paso Mountains 
Sacred Site 

Large Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) sacred to local Native 
Americans located immediately west of southern part of project APE. 
Boundaries are confidential information held by the Native American 
Heritage Commission, but stated to be within one half mile of project 
boundary. This is assumed eligible under NRHP and CRHR. 

Built-Environment 
Resources 

 No built environment resources are in the APE. 
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C.3.5.1.8 NRHP and CRHR Evaluations of Cultural Resources in the 
APEs 
For this project, staff’s standard evaluation process is being abbreviated by the process 
described above (see “Methodology and Thresholds for Determining Environmental 
Consequences”). With this approach, staff does not evaluate the historical significance 
of each individual resource, but rather treats those sites that cannot be evaluated 
without additional testing and analysis as eligible for the NRHP, the CRHR, or both. The 
project’s impacts to resources treated as eligible would have to be mitigated by means 
of avoidance or mitigation appropriate to the qualities and values that make the 
resource significant. 
 
For any resources where staff has sufficient information to determine the resource’s 
eligibility for either register, staff will make that determination. If, on the basis of data 
staff has in hand, staff can determine that a resource is not eligible for either register, 
then no avoidance or mitigation would be necessary for project impacts to the resource. 
If staff can determine, on the basis of data in hand, that a resource is eligible for either 
register, then avoidance or mitigation would be necessary. Similarly, if staff cannot 
determine, on the basis of data in hand, whether a resource is register-eligible or not, 
staff would treat the site as eligible, and impacts to the resource would have to be 
resolved. 
 
Each resource will be evaluated by Energy Commission staff and BLM staff separately. 
Energy Commission staff will determine each resource’s CRHR eligibility and BLM will 
determine its NRHP eligibility.  

C.3.5.1.8.1 SITE DESCRIPTIONS AND SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENTS FOR SITES 
DEEMED INELIGIBLE TO THE NRHP OR THE CRHR  

Site RS-1 
RS-1 is a historic debris scatter consisting of five tin cans sparsely scattered over a 49 
m (165 ft) east-west by 7 m (23 ft) north-south area. The site is located on a sandy plain 
of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site is dominated by creosote and saltbush, 
with lesser numbers of cholla and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include 
brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 
cm in length. Artifacts at RS-1 include one church-key-opened three piece cylindrical 
juice can, three churchkey-opened beverage cans and one small hole-in-top evaporated 
milk can with punched holes. The use of church keys to open beverage cans and 
punched sanitary cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s 
(Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of 
artifacts suggests that the site represents a single event refuse deposit, though alluvial 
or aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas. Based on the nature 
of artifacts at RS-1, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and 
NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site 
does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under 
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CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-1b 
RSRS-1b is a historic debris scatter consisting of six tin cans sparsely scattered over a 
35 m (115 ft) northeast-southwest by 12.5 m (41 ft) northwest-southeast area. The site 
is located along a low rise on a semi-level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site is dominated by creosote and saltbush, with lesser numbers of 
cholla and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with 
angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. 

Artifacts at RSRS-1b include four church-key-opened beverage cans, one bayonet-
opened coffee can, and one bi-metal pull-tab. All cans have crimped seams. The use of 
church keys, postdating 1935, to open beverage cans and the presence of the bi-metal 
pull-tab which originated in the late 1950s, suggests that this site may constitute a 
single depositional event dating to the first half of the twentieth century or that it is a 
secondary deposition of cans resulting from alluvial or aeolian processes (Rock 1987). 
The site does not appear to have been impacted. Based on the nature of artifacts at 
RS-1b, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The 
site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site 
does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-1c 
RS-1c is a small historic debris scatter consisting of three tin cans sparsely scattered 
over an approximately 7 m (22 ft) northeast-southwest by 8 m (27 ft) northwest-
southeast area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate 
pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-1c consist of one knife-opened 
hole-in-top evaporated milk can and two church-key-opened beverage cans. Based on 
the opening methods observed, these artifacts post-date 1935. The use of church keys 
to open beverage cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s 
(Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of 
artifacts suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though 
alluvial or aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas. Based on the 
nature of artifacts at RS-1c, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
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eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-2 
RS-2 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of five tin cans and one piece of milled 
wood sparsely scattered over an approximately 15 m (50 ft) east-west by 14 m (45 ft) 
north-south area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site is consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate 
pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-2 consist of five church-key-
opened beverage cans and one piece of milled wood measuring 4” by 4”, possibly a 
fallen claim post though no evidence of a post hole or rock pile base were observed. 
Based on the methods used to open the beverage cans, these artifacts postdate 1935 
(Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of 
artifacts suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though 
alluvial or aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas. Based on the 
nature of artifacts at RS-2, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-3 
RS-3 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of seven tin cans sparsely scattered 
over an approximately 61.5 m (202 ft) northwest-southeast by 15 m (50 ft) northeast-
southwest area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan; 
exfoliated granitic outcrops are present in the center of the site. Vegetation at the site 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include 
brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 
cm in length. Artifacts at RS-3 consist of six church-key-opened beverage cans and one 
64 oz. three-piece cylindrical can. The use of church keys, posting-dating 1935, to open 
the beverage cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s 
(Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of 
artifacts suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though 
alluvial or Aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-3, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
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site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-5a 
RS-5a is a small historic debris scatter consisting of eight tin cans sparsely scattered 
over an approximately 30 m (98 ft) east-west by 7.5 m (25 ft) north-south area. The site 
is located on among granitic outcrops rising above a stable alluvial fan north of an 
unnamed dirt road. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, beavertail 
cactus, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand 
with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. 
Artifacts at RS-5a consist of six church-key-opened beverage cans, one hole-in-top 
evaporated milk can opened with punched holes, and one external friction coffee can. 
The use of church keys to open beverage cans and punched sanitary cans suggest that 
these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s (Rock 1987). The site does not 
appear to have been impacted. The small number of artifacts suggests that the site may 
represent a single event refuse deposit, though alluvial or Aeolian action may have 
caused redeposition from other areas.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-5a, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and 
NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-6 
Site RS-6 consists of 136 m (446 ft) of an abandoned east-west trending road alignment 
approximately 3 m (10 ft) in width and lined on either side with small basalt and granite 
boulders . The resource is located on the slope of a north-south trending rise with 
exfoliated granitic outcrops north. Vegetation consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual 
native grasses. Soil at the site is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging 
from 1 to 5 cm in length. There are no associated artifacts and the alignment does not 
appear on historic topographic maps, though the 1973 Ridgecrest South 7.5” USGS 
topographic map shows that the alignment leads toward a cluster of five mining 
prospects on the ridge. The section of RS-6 retains integrity of location and setting but 
has lost integrity of condition and only a small segment of what was likely a longer 
alignment remains. Further, it cannot definitively be associated with any locations or 
activities in the area.  

Given these factors, RS-6 does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 



CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES C.3-64 March 2010 

The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-8 
RS-8 is a small historic debris scatter of tin cans and a mining claim post in a 25 m (83 
ft) east-west by 26.5 m (87 ft) north-south area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain of a stable alluvial fan west of a low ridge of granitic outcrops. Vegetation at the 
site consists of creosote, saltbush, cholla, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the 
site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging 
from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-8 consist of two church-key-opened beverage 
cans, one knife-opened beverage can, two rotary-opened food cans, one half gallon 
paint can, and one coffee can. The mining claim feature is comprised of remnants of a 
5” x 1” wood post embedded in a 2’ by 2’ pile of six stacked rocks. Based on the 
methods used to open the beverage cans, these artifacts post-date 1935 (Rock 1987). 
The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of artifacts 
suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though alluvial or 
aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas and it is unclear whether 
they are associated with the undated claim post.  
 
Site RS-8 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site 
does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with 
persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a 
distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 
and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history 
or prehistory and is recommended not eligible 

Site RS-10 
RS-10 is a deflated mining claim feature with one associated tin can in an approximately 
1 m (3 ft) east-west by 1.5 m (5 ft) north-south area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain of a stable alluvial fan west of a low ridge of granitic outcrops. Vegetation at the 
site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site 
include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 
1 to 5 cm in length. The mining claim feature consists of a 4-foot tall 3.5” x 3.5” wood 
post resting adjacent to the eastern edge of an approximately 3’ by 5’ pile of 23 rocks 
which would previously have been stacked to form the foundation for the claim post. 
One upright pocket tobacco tin embossed with “PRINCE ALBERT” is associated with 
the feature, located directly in the center of the rock pile. While no wire was found at the 
site, it is possible that the tin can was used to hold the claim, as evidenced on other 
claim features of this type. Patented in 1907, pocket tobacco tins began being 
manufactured in 1908 and were used throughout the first half of the 20th century (Rock 
1987). The site has been disturbed though it is unclear whether by natural or human 
impact.  
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This site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site 
does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with 
persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a 
distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 
and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history 
or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 
4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-11 
RS-11 is comprised of the remains of a mining claim feature measuring approximately 
1.5 m (5 ft) east-west by 1 m (3 ft) north-south. The site is located on a level sandy plain 
of a stable alluvial fan south of a two-track unpaved road. Vegetation at the site consists 
of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. The mining claim feature consists of a 5-foot 4” x 4” wood post fragmented 
length-wise and its associated base of 16 piled rocks. The majority of the post lies 
approximately .6 m (2 ft) to the northwest of the rock pile, with a long thin fragment 
resting atop the pile in a generally north-south direction. The stacked rock base for the 
claim appears intact. It is unclear whether the claim post was removed by natural or 
human impact and no associated tin can for holding the claim was observed. 
 
Based on the condition and nature of RS-11, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-12 
RS-12 is comprised of the remains of a mining claim feature measuring approximately 1 
m (3 ft) east-west by 1.2 m (4 ft) north-south. The site is located on a level sandy plain 
of a stable alluvial fan on the shoulder of a two track unpaved road. Vegetation at the 
site consists of creosote, saltbush, cholla, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the 
site include brownish yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging 
from 1 to 5 cm in length. The mining claim feature consists of a 3-foot 1” x 3” wood post 
fragmented length-wise and its associated base of 16 piled rocks.The majority of the 
post lies less than .2 m (.75 ft) to the west of the rock pile, with a long thin fragment 
embedded in the pile under a larger rock and pointing to the south. With the exception 
of the rock pinning the post fragment, the stacked rock base for the claim post appears 
intact. It is unclear whether the claim post was removed by natural or human impact and 
no associated tin can for holding the claim was observed.  
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This site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site 
does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with 
persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a 
distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 
and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history 
or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 
4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-13 
RS-13 is comprised of the remains of a mining claim feature measuring approximately 1 
m (3 ft) northwest-southeast by 0.6 m (2 ft) northeast-southwest. The site is located on 
a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan west of a low ridge containing granitic 
outcrops. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native 
grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular 
aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. The feature consists of a deflated 
pile of 14 rocks and an associated fragmented 2” by 4” wood post approximately 1.5 m 
(5 ft) to the west of the rock pile. The stacked rock base for the claim post has been 
severely disturbed, though it is unclear whether the claim post was removed by natural 
or human impact and no associated tin can for holding the claim was observed. 
 
Based on the nature of RS-13, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-15 
RS-15 is a historic debris scatter consisting of three tin cans distributed linearly over a 
35 m (115 ft) east-west by 8.5 m (28 ft) north-south area. The site is located north of a 
major north-south trending seasonal wash on a sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site is dominated by creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate 
pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-15 include one gasoline can 
and two church-key-opened beverage cans. Based on the use of the church key 
opener, these artifacts post-date 1935 (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have 
been impacted. The small number of artifacts and linear distribution suggests that the 
site represents secondary deposition as a result of alluvial or Aeolian action.  

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-15, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
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recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-18/19 
RS-18/19 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of nine tin cans and two can lids 
sparsely scattered over a 38 m (125 ft) northwest-southeast by 24 m (80 ft) northeast-
southwest area. The site is located on a sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation 
at the site is dominated by creosote and saltbush, with lesser numbers of cholla and 
annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to 
subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-18/19 
include one church-key-opened beverage can, three knife-opened sanitary cans, one 
knife-opened hole-in-cap food can, one key strip sardine lid, one key strip one pound 
coffee lid, and four unidentified crushed cans. The use of church keys to open beverage 
cans and punched sanitary cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or 
early 1940s (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted, though the 
small number of artifacts and relatively wide distribution suggests that the site may 
represent an accumulation of artifacts due to alluvial or Aeolian action. 
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-18/19, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-21 
RS-21 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of four tin cans and one piece of 
milled wood sparsely scattered over an approximately 17 m (57 ft) north-south by 8.5 m 
(28 ft) east-west area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan 
and is bordered on the east by a seasonal wash. Vegetation at the site is consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-21 consist of one “T”-cut knife-opened 3” x 4” sanitary 
evaporated milk can, three unidentifiable crushed cans, and one approximately 16” 
fragment of milled wood. Little diagnostic information is available, though the sanitary 
can indicates the site dates to the twentieth century and likely the early to middle 
portion. The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of artifacts 
suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though alluvial or 
aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-21, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-23 
RS-23 is comprised of the remains of a mining claim feature measuring approximately 
.6 m (2 ft) east-west by O.6 m (2 ft) north-south. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain of a stable alluvial fan on the shoulder of a two track unpaved road. Vegetation at 
the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site 
include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 
2 to 8 cm in length. The mining claim feature consists of a pile of eight stacked rocks 
with a fallen 5-foot 8 ½-inch 4” x 4” wood post with a knife-opened three-piece 
cylindrical sanitary food can attached approximately 6” below the post top. The claim 
post lies to the northwest atop the stacked rocks. With the exception of the fallen post, 
the stacked rock base for the claim post appears intact. 
 
Based on the nature of RS-23, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-32 
RS-32 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of seven tin cans sparsely scattered 
over an approximately 62.5 m (205 ft) northwest-southeast by 46 m (150 ft) northeast-
southwest area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate 
pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-32 consist of one external 
friction coffee tin, one rotary-opened sanitary can, and five church-key-opened 
beverage cans. Based on the opening methods observed, these artifacts post-date 
1935 (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small number 
of artifacts may suggest that the site represent a single event refuse deposit, although 
the wide distribution of the artifacts suggests that alluvial or aeolian processes may 
have formed site.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-32, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-37 
RS-37 is a large historic debris scatter consisting of approximately 200 tin cans sparsely 
scattered over an area measuring 303 m (994 ft) east-west by 118 m (390 ft) north-
south. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan, with an unpaved 
road running north-south through the western portion of the site and a seasonal wash 
running northwest-southeast through the eastern portion of the site. Vegetation at the 
site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site 
include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 
1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-37 are distributed in three separate loci, connected 
by lower densities of tin cans. Each locus consists of a relatively sparse scatter. Locus 1 
is the primary deposit, consisting of approximately 150 cans located 30 m (94 ft) west of 
the unpaved road. Represented can types include sanitary cans, oblong key strip 
opened fish tins, upright pocket tobacco tins, metal pails, knife-opened three piece 
cylindrical sanitary food cans, sanitary cans opened with punched holes, water soluble 
coffee tins, internal friction cans, meat tins, a lid marked “STIR THOROUGHLY ONE 
PINT”, evaporated milk cans, and numerous pieces of wire and metal strap. Locus 2 is 
situated 150 m (492 ft) east of Locus 1, contains 11 beverage cans, including a bi-metal 
pull-tab “Olympia” beer can, intermixed with church-key-opened cans. Locus 3, 
containing over 50 cans with some milled wood, is located 80 m (262 ft) east of Locus 2 
and is bisected by the seasonal wash. This locus again contains predominantly church-
key-opened beverage cans with occasional bimetal pull-tab cans. Non-diagnostic aqua, 
amber, and clear glass fragments as well as one amethyst glass fragment are also 
present in each of the loci. The artifacts at RS-37 reflect tin can types and opening 
methods used over the course of the early to middle twentieth century. Upright pocket 
tobacco tins appear as early as 1908 and church-key-opened cans and oblong key-strip 
fish tins date to the 1930s and 1940s, though the bi-metal pull-tab dates to post-1962 
(Rock 1987). While the site does not show evidence of human impact, the lack of 
discrete concentrations and potentially wide date range suggests that this site does not 
reflect multiple discrete episodes of refuse deposition over time and space, but rather 
the uneven distribution of collections of artifacts across the landscape by alluvial or 
aeolian processes. 

Based on the nature of the artifacts at RS-37, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
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under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-38 
RS-38 is an extremely sparse historic debris scatter consisting of two tin cans and a tin 
can part as well as multiple clear glass fragments scattered over an approximately 30.5 
m (100 ft) north-south by 9 m (30 ft) east-west area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain of a stable alluvial fan west of an unpaved road. Vegetation at the site consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-38 consist of two church-key-opened beverage cans and a ring 
from a one pound coffee can. The use of the church key indicates these beverage cans 
post-date 1935 (Rock 1987). A “Diamond O-I” Owens-Illinois maker’s mark is present 
on one glass fragment, indicating manufacture between 1929-1930 and 1954. Based on 
these dates, the site appears to date between 1935 and 1954. However, the small 
number of artifacts and their sparse distribution suggests that the site may reflect the 
unassociated deposition of individual artifacts or the result of alluvial or aeolian 
redeposition from other areas.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-38, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-39b 
RS-39b is a small historic debris scatter consisting of 15 tin cans sparsely distributed 
over an approximately 46.5 m (153 ft) northwest-southeast by 21 m (70 ft) northeast-
southwest area. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. A 
small seasonal wash bisects the site. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, 
saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand 
with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. 
Artifacts at RS-39b consist of nine church-key-opened beverage cans, two bayonet-
opened sanitary cans, two key strip tapered rectangular meat cans, one external friction 
coffee can, and one gallon rectangular fuel can. The use of church keys, posting-dating 
1935, to open the beverage cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or 
early 1940s (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. The small 
number of artifacts suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, 
though alluvial or aeolian action may have caused redeposition onsite or from other 
areas, particularly as the site is crossed by a wash.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-39b, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-40b 
RS-40b is a small historic debris scatter consisting of three tin cans sparsely scattered 
over an approximately 15 m (50 ft) east-west by 5.5 m (18 ft) north-south area. The site 
is located on a low slope on stable alluvial fan. A small seasonal wash crosses the site. 
Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brownish yellow sand with angular to subangular 
aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-40b consist of one 
upright pocket tobacco tin, one hole-in-top can with matchstick post filler, and one 
church-key-opened beverage can. The use of church keys, posting-dating 1935, to 
open the beverage cans suggest that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 
1940s (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have been impacted. However, the 
small number of artifacts suggests that the site may represent redeposited materials as 
a result of alluvial or aeolian action. 
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-40b, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-42 
RS-42 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of four tin cans scattered over an 
approximately 11m (36 ft) east-west by 10 m (32 ft) north-south area. The site is located 
on a low slope on stable alluvial fan east of a seasonal wash. Vegetation at the site 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include 
brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 
cm in length. Artifacts at RS-42 consist of one church-key-opened beverage can, one 
rotary open sanitary can, an unidentified rectangular metal box, and an oil can lid. The 
use of a church key, posting-dating 1935, to open the beverage can suggests that these 
artifacts, if associated, date to the late 1930s or early 1940s (Rock 1987). The site does 
not appear to have been impacted. However, the small number of artifacts suggests 
that the site may represent redeposited materials as a result of alluvial or aeolian action. 
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-42, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-151 
RS-151 is a historic debris scatter comprised of ceramics, glass fragments, and four tin 
cans in an area measuring approximately 28 m (93 ft) north-south by 23 m (76 ft) east-
west area. The site is located on a sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the 
site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site 
include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 
1 to 5 cm in length. The non-metal artifacts at RS-151 consist of 35 unidentifiable white 
ceramic figurine fragments, non-diagnostic whiteware fragments with brown glaze 
decoration, a whiteware fragment finished with a mustard slip, numerous aqua glass 
fragments. Tin cans represented include three hole-in-cap cans, one church-key-
opened beverage can, and one external friction lid. While most of the material at RS-
151 is non-diagnostic, the use of church keys to open the beverage cans suggest 
that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s (Rock 1987). The site does not 
appear to have been impacted. The presence of multiple fragments of the same vessels 
suggests that the site has not undergone significant disturbance, though it appears 
limited to the ground surface and is unlikely to have a subsurface deposit. 
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-151, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-153 
RS-153 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of two tin cans, milled lumber with 
wire nails, and an end portion of a wood-framed metal box spring scattered over an 
approximately 33 m (109 ft) north-south by 7.5 m (25 ft) east-west area. The site is 
located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-153 consist of a knife-opened hole-in-cap milk can and a rotary-
opened sanitary can. The milled wood fragments measure 7’2” by 1”, 1 1/2” by 1”, and 
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2’ by 2 1/2” and the box spring end appears to be approximately ¼ of a twin size bed. 
While the hole-in-cap milk can suggests a date in the early decades of the 20th century 
and wire nails also appeared early in the century, these nails continue to be used today 
and any association between the artifacts or their deposition at RS-153 is unclear. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-153, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-155 
RS-155 is a historic debris scatter consisting of four tin cans and glass fragments 
sparsely scattered over a 35 m (85 ft) east-west by 12.5 m (63 ft) north-south area. The 
site is located along a low rise on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan directly 
north of an unpaved east-west trending unpaved roadway alignment. Vegetation at the 
site is sparse and includes creosote, saltbush, foxtail, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site are primarily angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging 
from 1 to 5 cm in length underlain by silt and brown-yellow sand. Artifacts at RS-155 
consist of two upright pocket tobacco tins, including one embossed with “PRINCE 
ALBERT”, a rotary-opened side crimped three piece cylindrical sanitary can, and a 
side crimped three piece cylindrical sanitary food can. Numerous non-diagnostic green 
and amber glass bottle fragments are also present. The standardization of machine 
made glass colors early in the 20th century, and which is reflected in modern glass 
bottles as well, hinders the utility of the glass fragments to provide chronological 
information. Pocket tobacco tins began being manufactured in 1908 and were used until 
mid-century, suggesting that this site may constitute a single depositional event dating 
to the first half of the twentieth century or that it is a secondary deposition of cans 
resulting from alluvial or aeolian processes (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to 
have been otherwise impacted.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-155, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 
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Site RS-157  
RS-157 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of eight tin cans scattered over an 
approximately 9.5 m (31 ft) north-south by 5.5 m (18 ft) east-west area. The site is 
located on a low rise directly west of a major braided wash and east of an unpaved road 
on a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual 
native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to 
subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-157 
consist of two church-key-opened beverage cans, five bayonet-opened sanitary cans, 
and one hole-in-top with match-stick filler can. Based on the opening methods 
observed, these artifacts post-date 1935 (Rock 1987). The site does not appear to have 
been impacted. The small number of artifacts may suggest that the site represent a 
single event refuse deposit, although the wide distribution of the artifacts suggests that 
alluvial or aeolian processes may have formed site. 
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-157, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-158 
RS-158 is an extremely sparse historic debris scatter consisting of 11 tin cans scattered 
over an approximately 9.5 m (148 ft) east-west by 5.5 m (63 ft) north-south area. The 
site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include 
brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 
cm in length. Artifacts at RS-158 consist of one knife-opened hole-in-top with matchstick 
post filler condensed milk can, one church-key-opened hole-in-top with matchstick post 
filler milk can, one internal friction gallon paint can, five rotary-opened sanitary cans, 
one knife-opened gallon hole-in-cap can, and two church-key-opened beverage cans. 
Based on the church key and rotary opening methods observed, these artifacts post-
date 1935 and possibly into the 1940s and 1950s (Rock 1987). The site has been 
disturbed by off-road vehicular traffic.  

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-158, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
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site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-159 
RS-159 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of four tin cans scattered over an 
approximately 17 m (55 ft) east-west by 7 m (22 ft) north-south area. The site is located 
on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, 
saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand 
with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts 
at RS-159 include one screw top rectangular charcoal lighter fluid can, three rotary-
opened sanitary cans, and a ham tin lid. Based on the rotary opening methods 
observed and the charcoal lighter fluid can, these artifacts likely do not pre-date the 
mid-20th century. The small number of artifacts may suggest that the site represent a 
single event refuse deposit, although the wide distribution of the artifacts suggests that 
alluvial or aeolian processes may have formed the association between the artifacts. 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-159, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-161 
RS-161 is a small, relatively dense historic debris scatter consisting of approximately 50 
tin cans in an approximately 14 m (46 ft) north-south by 26.5 m (87 ft) east-west area. 
The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan west of a large north-
south trending seasonal wash. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote and annual 
native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to 
subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 5 cm in length. The site has been 
disturbed by the deposition of modern, non-historic refuse. Identifiable artifacts 
observed at RS-161 consist of church-key-opened sanitary food cans and beverage 
cans. The use of church keys, posting-dating 1935, to open the beverage cans suggest 
that these artifacts date to the late 1930s or early 1940s (Rock 1987). The large number 
of artifacts deposited in a relatively small area, and the limited variety of artifact types 
suggests that the site represent a single event refuse deposit representing the detritus 
of multiple meals or a large provisioning effort. The deposit rests on the ground surface 
and there is no observable indication of a subsurface deposit. 

While RS-161 may represent one of the few examples of a single depositional event in 
the RSPP, it has been impacted by the addition of non-historical material over time. As 
such, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The 
site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
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not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site 
does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D.  

Site RS-166 
RS-166 is a small historic debris scatter comprised of three tin cans, milled wood 
fragments, and glass bottle fragments distributed over an approximately 17 m (55 ft) 
east-west by 14.5 m (48 ft) north-south area. The site is located on a sandy plain of a 
stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual 
native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to 
subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. RS-166 is comprised of 
three key strip opened sardine tins, milled wood, and numerous amethyst, amber, 
green, and aqua glass fragments. Among the glass fragments are an olive crown finish 
and an amber crown finish. The low density of artifacts, diversity of artifacts (in 
particular glass bottles) represented, and the highly fragmented condition of the glass 
suggests that the site may have accumulated slowly over time through repeated use 
of the area. However, the condition of the glass may also reflect disturbance from 
vehicular traffic or recreational shooting known to occur in the area.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-166, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-167 
RS-167 is a historic debris scatter consisting of three tin cans scattered over an 
approximately 16.5 m (54 ft) north-south by 9 m (30 ft) east-west area. The site is 
located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site is consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-167 include a five-gallon rectangular fuel can, a knife-opened 
hole-in-cap milk can, and a one-gallon rectangular fuel can. Little diagnostic information 
is available, though the method of knife opening on the hole-in-cap can indicates the 
site dates to the twentieth century and possibly the early to middle portion. The site 
does not appear to have been impacted. The small number of artifacts suggests that the 
site may represent a single event refuse deposit, though alluvial or aeolian action may 
have caused redeposition from other areas.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-167, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-325 
RS-325 is a historic debris scatter consisting of seven tin cans scattered over an 
approximately 24.5 m (81 ft) northwest-southeast by 16 m (52 ft) northeast-southwest 
area. The site is located on a low, very slight slope southeast of a small seasonal wash 
trending north-south west of an unpaved north-south trending road. Vegetation at the 
site is sparse and consists of saltbush, creosote, and annual native grasses though the 
flora lining the wash is denser. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with 
angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at 
RS-325 consist of two hole-in-top milk cans, three key strip sardine cans, one possible 
paint can, and one non-diagnostic knife-opened can. Little diagnostic information is 
available, though the method of knife opening on the hole-in-cap can indicates the site 
dates to the twentieth century and possibly the early to middle portion. The small 
number of artifacts suggests that the site may represent a single event refuse deposit, 
though alluvial or aeolian action may have caused redeposition from other areas. Site 
RS-325 has been impacted through recent use as a refuse dump with a significant 
amount of modern glass and household refuse.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-325, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-603 
RS-603 is comprised of a secondary historic debris scatter situated in a large seasonal 
wash. Approximately 40 cans are sparsely scattered in an 85 m (280 ft) northwest-
southeast by 12 m (40 ft) northeast-southwest area. The site sits within a major braided 
wash trending north-south and measuring approximately 30 m (98 ft) in width. The wash 
is flanked on both sides by low rising grass-covered knolls and includes several long, 
low rises aligned with the water flow in the creek bed. Unpaved north-south trending 
roads are located east and west of the site. Vegetation along the wash is denser than in 
surrounding areas and includes creosote, saltbush, cholla, and native grasses. 
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Artifacts at RS-603 consist of one upright pocket “Prince Albert” tobacco tin, two one-
gallon knife-opened paint cans with holes punched in the can, one evaporated milk can, 
five metal nursery containers, one wastebasket, one 5-gallon bucket, two church-key-
opened food tins, one church-key-opened beer can, two kerosene cans, two key strip 
sardine tins, a non-diagnostic sanitary can, a key strip gallon can, one bimetal pull-tab, 
ten rotary open cans, and nine unidentified church-key-opened cans. The range of can 
types and opening methods representing a range of dates, as well as the linear 
distribution of the artifacts within the seasonally active wash, indicate that this site 
represents a secondary deposit of likely unassociated cans accumulated by alluvial 
action.  
 
Site RS-603 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site 
does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with 
persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a 
distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 
and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history 
or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 
4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-607 
RS-607 is a small, low density historic debris scatter consisting of six tin cans scattered 
over an approximately 5 m (16 ft) diameter area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain of a stable alluvial fan adjacent to an unpaved northwest-southeast trending road 
located to the west. Vegetation is very sparse, consisting of creosote, saltbush, cholla, 
and annual native grasses. Soils onsite consist of brown-yellow sand with aggregate 
pebbles between 2 and 5 cm long, with occasional pebbles larger than 5 cm. 
Artifacts at RS-607 include three evaporated milk cans, two hole-in-cap cans and one 
unidentifiable can. While the hole-in-cap cans may suggest a date sometime in the early 
twentieth century, little diagnostic information is available as standard evaporated milk 
cans continued to be produced for a much longer period of time. While the site does not 
show any observable impacts, the small number of artifacts suggests that the site either 
represents a limited single event refuse deposit or is the result of alluvial or aeolian 
action redepositing objects from other areas.  

Based on the nature of site RS-607, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to 
the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 
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Site RS-614 
RS-614 is a hydrologic feature location in an area measuring 54 m (178 ft) east-west by 
23 m (75 ft) north-south. The site is located on a level sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan 
approximately 23 m (75 ft) west of an unpaved two-track road. Vegetation at the site 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Soils onsite consist of brown-
yellow sand with aggregate pebbles between 2 and 8 cm long. The feature consists of a 
primarily subsurface circular galvanized tin receptacle measuring approximately 2 m (8 
ft) in diameter and 0.5 m (1.5 ft) deep, and a hydraulic engineering feature comprised of 
two vertical iron water main stand pipe lengths embedded in the ground. The first 
measures approximately 10 inches in diameter and extends 14 inches above grade; the 
second is placed inside the first, measuring approximately 7 inches in diameter with a 
threaded lip and extending 24 inches above grade. The interior pipe is capped by 
a 4-inch iron threaded joiner cuff measuring 7.5 inches in diameter. The lower portion of 
the feature is encased by two milled wood brackets held together by two 17 inch iron 
bolts with large iron plate washers and 1-inch nuts at each end. A raised earth feature 
extends 39.5 m (130 ft) west from the hydraulic feature, indicating a possible pipe 
alignment. The remnants of a 1.5-inch pipe with attached spun wire cord are located 
approximately 8 feet west of the feature. A basalt rock pile measuring approximately 2 
m by 3 m (7 ft by 10 ft) is located northwest of the site and may represent the clearing of 
basalt from the water feature site during its construction.  

Based on the condition and unassociated nature of site RS-614, the site is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not 
contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not eligible 
under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons 
important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR 
under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct 
type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP 
Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history or 
prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 
and NRHP under Criterion D.  

Site RS-616 
RS-616 is a historic debris scatter comprised of ten tin cans in an area measuring 
approximately 32 m (104 ft) east-west by 19 m (61 ft) north-south area. The site is 
located on a sandy plain of a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-616 consist of two knife-opened hole-in-top with matchstick post 
filler milk cans, a quart oil can with punched holes embossed with “SAE 30”, three knife-
opened sanitary cans, two church-key-opened beverage cans, and a hole-in-top with 
matchstick post filler milk can with punched holes. The presence of church-key-opened 
beverage cans indicates that at least a portion of the site assemblages dates to the late 
1930s or early 1940s (Rock 1987). While there is no apparent disturbance to the site, 
the small number of artifacts may suggest either that the site represents a single 
dispersed refuse deposit event or that alluvial or aeolian action may have caused 
redeposition of these artifacts from other areas. Given the nature of the non-diagnostic 
artifacts and their dispersed distribution at RS-616, the site is recommended not eligible 
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for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns 
of California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and 
NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past 
and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the 
NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design 
and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, 
the site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-618 
RS-618 is a historic debris scatter comprised of four tin cans in an area measuring 
approximately 18 m (60 ft) northeast-southwest by 8 m (26 ft) northwest-southeast area. 
The site is located on a sandy, basalt cobble-strewn plain on a stable alluvial fan. 
Vegetation at the site consists of sparse creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. 
Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with angular to subangular aggregate 
pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length with basalt cobbles measuring 15 to 20 cm in 
length. Artifacts at RS-618 consist of two church-key-opened beverage cans, one knife-
opened 64 oz three piece cylindrical can, and one bayonet-opened 1-gallon hole-in-cap 
can. A rock pile of basalt stacked on the ground surface approximately 35 cm high is 
present on site and appears to be of either historic or recent construction. The presence 
of church-key-opened beverage cans indicates that the site post-dates 1935 (Rock 
1987). While there is no apparent disturbance to the site, the small number of artifacts 
may suggest either that the site represents a single dispersed refuse deposit event or 
that alluvial or aeolian action may have caused redeposition of these artifacts from other 
areas.  
 
Given the nature of the artifacts at RS-618, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-700 
Site RS-700 consists of a small historic refuse deposit in an area measuring 3 m (10 ft) 
by 3 m (10 ft). The site is located on a low slope overlooking an unpaved road to the 
east. Vegetation consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Soil in the 
area of the site is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in 
length. The deposit contains approximately 30 cans, three one pound coffee can lids, 
turquoise glazed Fiestaware fragments, a steel medical tape roll, and numerous glass 
fragments. Can types include key strip hole-in-cap meat tins, church-key-opened 
beverage cans, spice tins, and food tins. Glass fragments are clear, green, milk, and 
amber in color. Some of them are solarized. The glass fragments are from screw top 
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jars, bottles, cold cream containers, and window panes. Maker’s marks represented 
include Latchford-Marble and Owens-Illinois, including Duraglas dating to the 1950s. 
Some cans are slightly embedded in the sandy soil, though it appears that the site 
consists only of the surface scatter. Based on this chronologically diagnostic mark, the 
site appears to be a small, discrete episode of refuse dumping dating to the mid-
twentieth century. The site does not appear to have been disturbed. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-700, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and 
NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-726 
Site RS-726 is a sparse historic debris scatter consisting of six tin cans in an area 
measuring 82 m (270 ft) north-south by 50 m (165 ft) east-west. The site is located on a 
level sandy plain on a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation consists of creosote, saltbush, and 
annual native grasses. Soil at the site is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles 
ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-726 include five large knife-opened 
hole-in-cap cans, one large cylindrical, circle-slice can, and one 5 gallon rectangular 
kerosene can modified with a braided wire handle. Little diagnostic information is 
available, though the method of knife opening on the hole-in-cap can and lack of 
church-key-opened cans suggests the site dates to the twentieth century and possibly 
the early to middle portion. The small number of artifacts suggests that the site may 
represent the deposition of isolated refuse items, though alluvial or aeolian action may 
have caused redeposition from other areas. The site does not appear to have been 
otherwise disturbed.  
 
Based on the nature of the artifacts and their distribution at RS-726, the site is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not 
contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is recommended not eligible 
under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons 
important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR 
under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct 
type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP 
Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information important to history or 
prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 
and NRHP under Criterion D.  

Site RS-739 
Site RS-739 is a sparse historic debris scatter comprised of four tin cans in an 
approximately 34 m (110 ft) by 34 m (110 ft) area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain on a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual 
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native grasses. Soil in the area of the site is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles 
ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at the site consist of two church-key-opened 
beverage cans, one 25-pound blasting powder can, and one half-gallon external friction 
can modified with a wire handle to form a bucket. While the blasting powder can may be 
associated with the construction of the Mojave-Owenyo branch of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad beginning in 1908, the presence of church-key opened cans dates these 
artifacts to post-1935. Combined with the sparse distribution of artifacts, this suggests 
that the site may reflect the deposition of refuse repeatedly over time individual artifacts 
or may be the result of alluvial or aeolian redeposition from other areas. The site does 
not appear to have been otherwise disturbed.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-739, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-742 
Site RS-742 is a sparse historic debris scatter consisting of 12 historic tin cans in an 
approximately 55 m (180 ft) northeast-southwest by 35 m (115 ft) northwest-southeast 
area. The site is located on a level sandy plain on a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Soil in the area of the site is 
brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Cans in the 
scatter include eight knife-opened hole-in-cap cans, two knife-opened sanitary cans, 
one knife-opened hole-in-top with matchstick post filler can, and one knife-opened one 
gallon hole-in-cap can. The lack of church-key-opened cans and presence of hole-in-
cap cans indicates an early 20th century date for the site. The sparse nature of the site 
suggests that it may reflect a single episode of refuse deposition which has been 
redistributed by alluvial or aeolian processes, or that the site itself may have been 
formed by those processes redistributing artifacts from other areas. The site does not 
appear to have been otherwise disturbed.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-742, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 
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Site RS-746 
Site RS-746 is a small historic debris scatter consisting of six historic tin cans in an 
approximately 18 m (60 ft) east-west by 9 m (30 ft) north-south area. The site is located 
on a level sandy plain on a stable alluvial fan. Vegetation at the site consists of 
creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-
yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-
746 consist of two knife-opened sanitary cans, one small rectangular spice tin, one 
upright pocket tobacco tin with strike plate, and two knife-opened hole-in-cap cans. The 
lack of church-key-opened cans and predominance of hole-in-cap cans suggests that 
this site dates to the early decades of the twentieth century. While the small number of 
artifacts may indicate that the site represents a single event refuse deposit, alluvial or 
aeolian action may have caused secondary redeposition. The site does not otherwise 
appear to have been disturbed  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-746, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-750 
RS-750 is a sparse historic debris scatter in an approximately 34 m (113 ft) northwest-
southeast by 14 m (45 ft) northeast-southwest area. The site is located on a level sandy 
plain on a stable alluvial fan east of the abandoned Southern Pacific Railroad alignment 
(IF-KER-3366H). Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual 
native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles 
ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-750 consist of one bayonet-opened 
hole-in-cap can, one lid from a bayonet-opened gallon hole-in-cap can, and nine metal 
barrel straps. The lack of church-key-opened cans and presence of hole-in-cap cans 
suggests an early twentieth century date for the site; the barrel straps may be 
associated with containers whose materials were used in the construction of the 
Mojave-Owenyo branch line located west of the site. The site has been heavily 
disturbed by the deposition of modern refuse and off-road vehicular activity. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-750, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and 
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NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-752 
RS-752 is a sparse historic debris scatter consisting of four historic tin cans in an 
approximately 18 m (60 ft) east-west by 15 m (50 ft) north-south area. The site is 
located on a level sandy plain on a stable alluvial fan about 365 m (1200 feet) east of 
the abandoned Southern Pacific Railroad alignment (IF-KER-3366H). The site is 
crossed by a small seasonal wash. Vegetation at the site consists of creosote, saltbush, 
and annual native grasses. Sediments at the site include brown-yellow sand with 
angular to subangular aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at 
RS-752 include one 25-pound blasting powder can, one upright pocket tobacco tin, one 
rectangular gallon fuel can, and one knife-opened hole-in-top with matchstick post filler 
can. The blasting powder can. The blasting powder cans may be associated with the 
construction of the Mojave-Owenyo branch of the Southern Pacific Railroad beginning 
in 1908, and the lack of church key-opened cans suggests a pre-1935 date for the 
assemblage. The small number of artifacts and sparse distribution, however, suggests 
that the site reflects either the deposition of individual unassociated cans or that the site 
may be the result of alluvial or aeolian redeposition, particularly given the wash 
bisecting the site. The site does not appear to have been otherwise disturbed. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-752, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-773 
Site RS-773 is a historic debris scatter consisting of 15 historic tin cans in an area 
measuring 70 m (230 ft) north-south by 28 m (92 ft) east-west. The site is located on a 
level sandy plain on a stable alluvial fan south of Brown Road. Vegetation consists of 
creosote, saltbush, cholla, and annual native grasses. Soil at the site is brown-yellow 
sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-773 
include two corrugated one-gallon three piece cylindrical food cans, four bimetal 
pull-tab beverage cans, one hinged-top spice tin, one rectangular kerosene can, one 
bayonet-opened sanitary food can, one knife-opened hole-in-cap can, one knife-opened 
hole-in-top with matchstick-post-filler can, and four rotary-opened sanitary cans. This 
site appears to be a mix of material dating from the early to mid twentieth century, with 
the bi-metal pull-tab cans post-dating 1962. While the site does not show evidence of 
human impact, the lack of discrete concentrations and potentially wide date range 
suggests that this site does not reflect multiple discrete episodes of refuse deposition 
over time and space, but rather the uneven distribution of collections of artifacts across 
the landscape by alluvial or aeolian processes. The site does not appear otherwise 
disturbed.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-773, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-781 
Site RS-781 is a sparse historic debris scatter consisting of 12 tin cans distributed 
linearly in an approximately 87 m (285 ft) northwest-southeast by 7 m (22 ft) northeast-
southwest area. The site is located on a flat, sandy plain of an alluvial fan. Vegetation 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Soil in the area of the site is 
brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at 
RS-781 include eight church-key-opened beverage cans, one rotary-opened sanitary 
can, one bi-metal pull-tab beverage can, one knife-opened one-gallon hole-in-cap can, 
and one unidentifiable crushed can. The linear distribution of the artifacts, following the 
flow of the seasonally active wash, indicate that this site represents a secondary deposit 
of likely unassociated cans accumulated by alluvial action. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-781, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-856 
Site RS-856 is a sparse historic debris scatter consisting of five tin cans in an 
approximately 39 m (128 ft) northwest-southeast by 41 m (135 ft) northeast-southwest 
area. The site is located on a flat, sandy plain of an alluvial fan adjacent to a seasonal 
drainage to the northeast. Vegetation consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native 
grasses. Soil in the area of the site is brownish yellow sand with aggregate pebbles 
generally ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. Artifacts at RS-856 include two church-key-
opened beverage cans, one strip-opened sanitary can, and two knife-opened sanitary 
cans. The presence of church-key-opened cans suggests that this site post-dates 1935, 
when the church key opener was introduced. However, given its location adjacent to a 
seasonal wash, the site may represent a secondary deposit of cans accumulated by 
alluvial action. The site otherwise appears undisturbed.  
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Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-856, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-866 
Site RS-866 is a large historic debris scatter comprised of over 50 tin cans in an 
approximately 73 m (240 ft) north-south by 52 m (170 ft) east-west area. The site is 
situated north of Brown Road on a flat, sandy plain of an alluvial fan. Vegetation 
consists of creosote, saltbush, cholla, and annual native grasses. Soil in the area of the 
site is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles generally ranging from 1 to 5 cm in 
length, with some pebbles larger than 5 cm. The majority of the artifacts at RS-866 cans 
are church-key-opened beverage cans. Bi-metal pull-ring beverage cans, rotary-opened 
sanitary cans, one quart oil cans, and bayonet-opened sanitary cans are also present. 
The presence of church-key-opened cans suggests that this site post-dates 1935, when 
the church key opener was introduced. However, given its location adjacent to a 
seasonal wash, the site may represent a secondary deposit of cans accumulated by 
alluvial action. The site otherwise appears undisturbed.  
 
Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-866, the site is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the 
site is unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-868 
Site RS-868 consists of a 4.7-km (2.9-mile) segment of an unpaved one-lane historic 
road alignment paralleling the Terese Siding section of the Southern Pacific Railroad’s 
Mojave-Owenyo branch line (CA-INY4607H/IF-KER-3366H). The northwest-southeast 
trending roadway is approximately 2.4 m (8 ft) wide and runs between 270 m (886 ft) 
and 495 m (1624 ft) east of the former railway grade cut into a basalt boulder-covered 
slope of a low ridgeline. The road first appears on the 1915 Searles Lake 60’ USGS 
topographic quadrangle. Vegetation along the alignment consists of creosote, saltbush, 
and annual native grasses with smaller amounts of cholla and foxtail near the roadway. 
Soil in the area of the resource is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging 
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from 2 to 8 cm in length. It is still in use as an unpaved road. RS-868 maintains integrity 
of location and setting, though no concrete associations with historical persons or 
events have been determined.  

Based on the nature of RS-868, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Site RS-869 
Site RS-869 consists of a 3.4-km (2.1-mile) segment of an unpaved one-lane historic 
road alignment. The road first appears on the 1915 Searles Lake 60’ USGS topographic 
quadrangle. On this map, the road continued westward toward Freeman Canyon and 
the homestead settlement of Freeman Junction. Vegetation along the alignment 
consists of creosote, saltbush, and annual native grasses. Soil along the resource is 
brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles ranging from 2 to 8 cm in length. It is still in 
use as an unpaved road. RS-869 maintains integrity of location and setting, though no 
concrete associations with historical persons or events have been determined.  
 
Based on the nature of RS-869, the site is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of California’s 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not associated with persons important to California’s past and recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to 
yield information important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

C.3.5.1.8.1 Summary of Cultural Resources Treated as Eligible for Listing in the 
CRHR and for Inclusion in the NRHP Summary of Cultural Resources Subject to 
Evaluation of Historical Significance 
Staff is treating a total of 14 cultural resources in the inventory of the project area of 
analysis as eligible for listing in the CRHR and for inclusion in the NRHP. A discussion 
of each of these resources follows. 

C.3.5.1.8.1.1. Prehistoric Archaeological Sites 
Ten prehistoric sites are being treated as eligible for inclusion in the CRHR and the 
NRHP. The lack of temporally diagnostic artifacts in what is seen on the surface makes 
a clear judgment as to their eligibility difficult. These resources are being treated as 
eligible pending testing if avoidance is not possible. One consideration is that because 
these sites have been long visible and prone to collecting by relic hunters, the failure to 
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find diagnostic tools on the surface may be skewed by the removal of these tools, which 
means that only subsurface testing can resolve the question of their eligibility. 

The types of sites found in the area are: 

• Milling Stones and Flaked Stone. Seven of the sites include a mix of milling stones 
and flaked stone that suggest possible habitation sites.  

• Lithic Scatters. Three others are strictly lithic scatters that may provide information 
on special activity areas. 

C.3.5.1.8.1.2. Historical Archaeological Sites 
The overwhelming preponderance of historic sites identified in the survey (45 out of 66) 
were tin can scatters. The remaining sites reflect construction of either the railroad, 
property claims, or early roadways. Of these 66 historic sites, 12 are now out of the 
APE. That leaves 54 that needed to be considered for eligibility. Fifty of these historic 
sites were judged to be ineligible for CRHR or NRHP and four others are assumed 
eligible. 
  
Can Scatters. These can scatters vary in their chronology. Applying knowledge of 
known characteristics of various types of can permits approximate dating of a site. Of 
the can sites within the APE, nine date to the early 20th century and four of these had 
black powder cans. Of these nine sites, only two were deemed by staff to be potentially 
eligible for the California Register as contributors to the questions of local history. There 
is some evidence that there may have been mines in the area prior to 1904. The 
question is whether studying these sites to better understand a little known aspect of the 
local history is important enough to raise their level of “uniqueness” to meet the CRHR 
criteria. 
 
Transportation Alignments. In the project area these include roads and railroads. The 
old alignment of Highway 395 is now called Brown Road and it traverses the site area 
on a diagonal. In addition, a portion of the old Mojave-Owenyo Railroad line built about 
1908 cut along the west side of the APE, but outside the area of disturbance. Possible 
earlier trails and roads would include an unnamed dirt road that runs roughly parallel to 
the rail line. 
 
Power Lines. a major power line, the Inyokern-Kramer 220 KV Transmission Line, also 
runs along the west side of the project area. Some alternatives would dictate the need 
to relocate portions of this line to avoid the southern solar field.  

C.3.5.1.8.2 Description of Archaeological Sites 
Seventeen archaeological sites, thirteen prehistoric and four historic, are being treated 
as eligible to either the NRHP or the CRHR. For the prehistoric sites, additional 
archaeological testing is needed to determine if they represent intact deposits and/or 
features or are simply random artifacts that lie on the surface. Their proximity to a major 
archaeological district (Last Chance Canyon) suggests that they may be able to provide 
important information concerning past lifeways on the relatively flat land outside of the 
foothills of the El Paso Mountains.  
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In the case of the historic sites, two of the sites were chosen because an initial 
evaluation of the artifacts composing the trash deposits indicated that they dated to the 
early 20th century, a time when the area was principally being visited by railroad 
building crews or by miners. Site RS 728/731 had a wide enough variety of artifacts to 
suggest a long-term living or campsite and siteRS-162/163 had a smaller quantity of 
artifacts, but these included indications of use of black powder and evidence of possible 
claim markings. Although the history of the construction of the railroad has been 
addressed in past studies (Burke 1988; Hall 1992), mining in the immediate vicinity of 
the project has not. Discovery by staff of an historic map of Kern County mines dating to 
1904 (Aubury 1904) that identifies three mines having been dug in the southern portion 
of the APE could possibly give meaningful context to sites that would otherwise not be 
considered eligible for the National and State registers (Fig. C.3-1). This is particularly 
the case because the man identified as the owner of the mines, Frank A. Huntington, 
was prominent in 19th century California (Wikipedia 2009), especially as an inventor of 
mining machinery. Based on a later study (Troxel and Morton 1962, pp. 153, 162) that 
casts into doubt the accuracy of the 1904 report, the applicant was asked to perform 
additional archival research and, if it upheld the location of these mines as shown in the 
Aubury report being in the APE, archaeological testing would be required under the PA 
to verify the actual locations of these mines.  
 
Site RS-150 is apparently a campsite associated with the building of the railroad line in 
1908 and therefore may contribute to our knowledge of the early 20th century living 
arrangements of such a work camp. Finally, linear feature CA-KER-6837H (now Brown 
Road) was formerly an alignment of Highway 395 and is already a formally recorded 
site. 

C.3.5.1.8.2.1 Prehistoric Archaeological Sites 
The following thirteen prehistoric archaeological sites are being treated as eligible for 
the CRHR and the NRHP, and the effects of the proposed action on them will be 
mitigated under the PA. 

Site RS-19c 
This site comprises of a basalt milling feature and a crypto-crystalline silicate (CCS) 
biface. The basalt metate has a surface area of 44 by 43 cm and is 9 cm tall with a 
milling surface measuring 25 by 29 cm. The CCS biface measures 2.5 by 1.3 by .3 cm. 
The feature is located on a small north-facing rise on the south side of a small seasonal 
drainage (El Paso Wash). Creosote bush and salt bush make up the primary vegetation 
at the site today. The soil on the site is coarse brown sand, with basalt cobbles and 
pebbles of various lithic materials. Overall site dimensions are 18m EW by 5 m NS. The 
EDAW archaeologists noted that it appears the metate would have been too heavy to 
be portable and thus suggests that it was used in place at a milling station that would be 
visited repeatedly. The location of this site in the vicinity of El Paso Wash fits the 
prediction of the geo-archaeologist (Steinkamp 2010, p.15) who suggested that the soil 
in the vicinity of the wash was most likely to have archaeological deposits. 

The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites containing milling 
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implements and possibly diagnostic flaked stone artifacts (possibly of a locally available 
material) in proximity to local sources and prehistoric lakeshores.  

Site RS-19c is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated 
under NRHP Criterion D, pending further site evaluation under the PA. It is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3,or for inclusion to 
the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-19c 
does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not eligible 
under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the lives of 
people important to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR 
under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-19c is recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it does not 
represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-19c may, however, yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, assumed eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 4 and eligible under NRHP Criterion D. 

Site RS-154 
Approximately 22 CCS flakes were found in an area 26 m EW by 18 m NS. The 
vegetation on the site is very sparse, consisting of creosote and annual native grasses. 
Due to the similarity of the flakes, it is difficult to determine whether a single event or 
multiple visits to the site for purposes of lithic reduction are indicated. The site is a flat 
desert plain and appears to be subject to sheet runoff during rainstorm events. This site 
was in the original disturbance area, however, it is outside the revised plan. 
 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types and materials of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have 
information important to prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites 
containing possibly local CCS flaked stone materials, and located in proximity to local 
sources and prehistoric streams.  
 
Site RS-154 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, 
or to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site 
RS-154 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not 
eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the 
lives of people important to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-154 is recommended not 
eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it 
does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-154 may, however, yield 
information important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, treated as eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further 
evaluation under the PA. This site does appear to qualify to be addressed under 
California Archaeological Resources Identification Data Acquisition Program 
(CARIDAP): Sparse Lithic Scatters (OHP 1988). Successful treatment under CARIDAP 
would result in a no historic property finding. 

Site RS-407 
Two rounded rock pile features characterize this site. Feature 1 is made up of about 14 
basalt cobbles stacked to a maximum height of 24 cm. This feature is oval in shape, 
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measuring 110 cm NS by 90 cm EW. Feature 2 is also oval in shape with 
measurements of 79 cm NS by 117 cm EW and comprised of 16 basalt cobbles stacked 
22 cm high. Vegetation on the site is sparse and composed of saltbush, creosote and 
annual native grasses. The bottom course of the rocks is firmly embedded in the soil, so 
the full height of these features is uncertain. On a visit to the site on November 4, 2009, 
BLM archaeologist Donald Storm suggested that these features may have been historic 
rather than prehistoric, however, since there were neither prehistoric nor historic 
artifacts found in the vicinity of the site, it would take further testing to determine the 
actually nature of these piles. 
 
The intact condition of the features at the site, and the degree to which the stones are 
imbedded into the soil, possibly indicating their existence for a considerable period of 
time, may imply an association with the other prehistoric sites and activities situated in 
this same area of the project. Consequently, the site may have information important to 
prehistory, especially in regards to the research about adjacent sites located in 
proximity to prehistoric lakeshores.  
 
Site RS-407 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and unevaluated 
under NRHP Criterion D. It is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under 
Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and 
NRHP Criteria A, site RS-407 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
not related to the lives of people important to the past and is recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-407 is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP 
Criterion C because it does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-407 
may, however, yield information important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, 
treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and under NRHP Criterion D under the PA. 

Site RS-409 
Two basalt metates, a basalt metate fragment, and a possibly utilized obsidian flake 
were found on this site. One metate is 18 cm high with a surface area of 33 by 36 cm 
and the second metate is 20 cm high, with a surface area of 32 by 25 cm. The obsidian 
flake was found approximately 31 m southwest of the two metates. There are no 
discernible water sources near this site. Its vegetation is sparse and is made up of 
saltbush and creosote along with annual native grasses. Although one of the metates 
seems portable, the other does not, again suggesting use in place. No cultural deposit 
was observed in the area, but the possibility of wind deflation of the site is high. 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites containing milling 
implements and possibly diagnostic flaked stone artifacts (of an imported, and datable 
and sourceable material) in proximity to prehistoric freshwater streams.  

Site RS-409 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and unevaluated 
under NRHP Criterion D, pending treatment under the PA. It is recommended not 
eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under 
Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-409 does not 
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contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the lives of people important 
to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 
and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-409 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to 
the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it does not represent a 
unique style, type, or design. Site RS-409 may, however, yield information important to 
history or prehistory and is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D pending treatment under the PA. 

Site RS-410 
A low density lithic scatter made up of approximately seven flakes (one obsidian, two 
CCS, three fine-grained metavolcanics and one chert), are located within an area 45 m 
NS by 20 m EW. The site is located about 100 m from a low, NS running rise, but there 
are no discernible surface water features in the vicinity. The presence of the non-local 
obsidian and the general variety of other lithics on the site suggests the likelihood of it 
being visited on multiple occasions. The vegetation is made up of creosote, saltbush 
and annual grasses. 
 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types and raw materials of the artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have 
information important to prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites 
containing possibly local CCS flaked stone materials, and obsidian, and located in 
proximity to local sources and prehistoric lakeshores. 
 
Site RS-410 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and unevaluated 
under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation under the PA. It is recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP 
under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-410 does not 
contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the lives of people important 
to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 
and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-410 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to 
the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it does not represent a 
unique style, type, or design. Site RS-410 may, however, yield information important to 
history or prehistory and is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D. This site does appear to qualify to be addressed 
under California Archaeological Resources Identification Data Acquisition Program 
(CARIDAP): Sparse Lithic Scatters (OHP 1988). Successful treatment under CARIDAP 
would result in a no historic property finding. 

Site RS-604 
This site has one whole metate and two large metate fragments. The whole metate is 
11 cm high, 14 cm wide and 26 cm long. The metates are located on a small east-facing 
rise that slopes down to a seasonal wash running NS. Vegetation includes cholla 
cactus, creosote and saltbush. This site also suggests an isolated milling station. 

The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
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prehistory. Site RS-604 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation under the PA. It is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion 
to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-
604 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not eligible 
under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the lives of 
people important to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR 
under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-604 is recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it does not 
represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-604 may, however, yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation 
under the PA. 

Site RS-617 
A cache of eight manos (six basalt and two granitic), one core, and one flake appear to 
have been placed under a creosote bush. The core tool is a green metavolcanic rock 
and seems to be a small scraper plane. The flake is red jasper. The site is in close 
proximity to both Brown Road and the 500 kV power line, so the area has been 
impacted by construction and use of an unpaved access road associated with the power 
line. The placement of the cache may be prehistoric or the artifacts might have been 
gathered in modern time and simply left where they were found. This site was originally 
outside the APE but with the proposed changes, it now is considered to be in the 
disturbance zone.  
 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
prehistory. Site RS-617 is located inside of the revised Project and will be impacted by 
construction of the RSPP. Site RS-617 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 4 and unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation under 
the PA. It is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or 
for inclusion to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria 
A, site RS-617 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended 
not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the 
lives of people important to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-617 is recommended not 
eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it 
does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-617 may, however, yield 
information important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, treated as eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further 
evaluation under the PA. 

RS-720 
This site is a groundstone scatter, including two manos and four metate fragments in an 
area measuring 15 m NE/SW by 12 m NW/SE. No flaked stone was observed at the 
site. The site vegetation is made up of creosote, saltbush and annual native grasses. 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
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the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites containing milling 
implements. 

Site RS-720 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated 
under NRHP Criterion D. It is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under 
Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and 
NRHP Criteria A, site RS-720 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
not related to the lives of people important to the past and is recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-720 is 
recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP 
Criterion C because it does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-720 
may, however, yield information important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, 
treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and subject to evaluation under NRHP 
Criterion D under the PA. 

Site RS-850 
This site consists of a prehistoric lithic scatter of three CCS flakes and one CCS biface 
fragment in a 22 m east-west by 25 m north-south area. The site is situated on a level 
sandy plain with vegetation consisting of creosote, saltbush, cholla, and native grasses. 
An unnamed wash is located approximately 1.4 km to the east. Soil at the site is brown-
yellow sand with aggregate cobbles and pebbles ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length. 
The CCS biface fragment appears to be from a tool broken early during manufacture 
and, consequently, does not have any temporally diagnostic attributes. The CCS flakes 
consist of chalcedony, jasper, and chert, all of various hues of red, and all of probable 
local origin. All of the artifacts are located on the alluvial surface and no cultural deposit 
was observed at the site. It may be possible that a limited cultural deposit could have 
either been deflated over time, as periods of high wind are common in the area, or, 
while not likely, a deposit could be obscured by an accumulation of alluvium on the 
valley floor from the adjacent El Paso Mountains. Based on artifacts at the site, it is not 
clear if the site is the remnant of a temporary camp, or is a single lithic reduction 
episode. Potential impacts to the site are associated with continued sheet runoff actions 
from the adjacent El Paso Mountains that could result in either erosion to the site or 
possibly the gradual burial of it by alluvium. 

The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types and raw materials of the artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have 
information important to prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites 
containing possibly local CCS flaked stone materials, located in proximity to local 
sources and prehistoric lakeshores . Site RS-850 is, therefore, treated as eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further 
evaluation under the P.A. It is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR 
under Criteria 1-3, or to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and 
NRHP Criteria A, site RS-850 does not contribute to the broad patterns of history and is 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is 
not related to the lives of people important to the past and is recommended not eligible 
for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-758 is 
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recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP 
Criterion C because it does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site RS-850 
may, however, yield information important to history or prehistory and is, therefore, 
treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D. 
This site does appear to qualify to be addressed under California Archaeological 
Resources Identification Data Acquisition Program (CARIDAP): Sparse Lithic Scatters 
(OHP 1988). Successful treatment under CARIDAP would result in a no historic 
property finding. 

Site RS-870 
Lithics and a groundstone artifact scatter characterize this site. There is a sandstone 
metate, a mano fragment, a CCS scraper and a piece of CCS debitage. The metate 
measures 35 by 35 cm and is 10 cm high with a 1 cm deep oval basin. There is no 
water source immediately adjacent to the site. Creosote, saltbush and annual native 
grasses form the vegetation. The site is 14 m EW by 8 m NS. 
 
The condition of the site, possibly either deflated or obscured by alluvial deposition, and 
the types of artifacts at the site indicates that the site may have information important to 
prehistory, especially in regards to the research about sites containing milling 
implements and possibly diagnostic flaked stone artifacts (possibly of a locally available 
material). Site RS-870 is, therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D. It is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under Criteria A-C. Under CRHR 
Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-870 does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. 
The site is not related to the lives of people important to the past and is recommended 
not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. 
RS-870 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 3 and 
NRHP Criterion C because it does not represent a unique style, type, or design. Site 
RS-870 may, however, yield information important to history or prehistory and is, 
therefore, treated as eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and unevaluated under NRHP 
Criterion D, pending further evaluation under the PA. 

Site RC-S-6 
The resource consists of a single unshaped basalt boulder metate with no known 
associated cultural materials. The vesicular basalt boulder measures 31 cm x 35.5 cm x 
>17 cm (this axis is buried and not measured in its entirety). The grinding surface on the 
metate is oval shaped with a basin-shaped cross-section over 7 mm deep, smooth 
polish and some pecking. The grinding surface measures 25 cm long x 15 cm wide x 
0.8 cm deep, and is oriented approximately at a 45° angle to the desert floor. Either the 
groundstone was moved from its original use position or it was used at an angle with a 
catch tray (basket or otherwise) at its base. The milling feature is located 1 m south of 
an ephemeral two-track dirt road oriented WNW/ESE, on a 3° to 5° NNW-facing alluvial 
fan deposit, on a low rise with two seasonal drainages 175 to 200 m to the east and 
west. The present vegetation in the immediate area consists of creosote, bursage and 
cholla. The local soil is a granitic-derived brown sand, with quartzite, agate, and meta-
sedimentary gravels/cobbles. A 10 m buffer was placed around the milling feature to 
establish site boundaries. 
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In regards to its spatial relation to other milling features recorded in the area, this site 
could provide important insight into prehistoric land use and variance in groundstone 
implements in the western Mojave Desert. Furthermore, the site appears to have been 
affected by alluvial or Aeolian deposition and may have a subsurface deposit. 

RC-S-6 is treated as eligible under Criterion 4 of the CRHR and is unevaluated under 
NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation of the site under the Programmatic 
Agreement (PA). It is recommended as not eligible under criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to 
the NRHP under criteria A-C. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns history 
considered by Criterion A and Criterion 1, is not associated with the lives of people 
important to the past considered by Criterion B and Criterion 2, and is neither unique 
nor representative of a style, type, or design important historically as addressed by 
Criterion C and Criterion 3. 

Site RC-S-7 
This resource consists of a rock ring measuring 4.5 m east-west and 3.54 m north-
south. The ring is marked by individual cobbles separated by approximately 0.5 m. A 
cluster of other cobbles is present adjacent to the northwest quarter of the ring. A single 
bipolar core of agate was noted 67 m west of the ring near the edge of a large wash. A 
total of 28 cobble and boulder-sized stones are used in or are located adjacent the ring. 
Local soils consist of gravelly sand with metamorphic and quartzite present as dominant 
gravel components. Vegetation is very sparse in the vicinity of the feature and consist of 
scattered creosote bush. Occasional white bursage and cholla occur in the area. 
 
The condition of the site, partially obscured by alluvial deposition, and the paired 
metates suggests that the site may retain information important in understanding local 
prehistory. Rock rings are a known component of prehistoric sites in the Western 
Mojave Desert and this feature may add to the general understanding of these sites. 
 
RC-S-7 is therefore treated as eligible under Criterion 4 of the CRHR and is 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation of the site under the 
PA. It is recommended not eligible under criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under 
criteria A-C. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns history considered by 
Criterion A and Criterion 1, is not associated with the lives of people important to the 
past considered by Criterion B and Criterion 2, and is neither unique nor representative 
of a style, type, or design important historically as addressed by Criterion C and 
Criterion 3. 

Site RC-S-8 
This site consists of two basalt metates. One is a complete boulder metate with visible 
dimensions of 33.3 cm length, 22.1 cm width and more than 13 cm thickness. The 
artifact is partially buried and was left in that state. The second metate is a thick slab 
metate fragment. The remaining dimensions are 17. 0 cm long, 16.1 cm wide and 8.5 
cm thick. Both artifacts are of coarse-grained finely-vesicular basalt. The artifacts are 
located near the bottom of a shallow wash in near-level alluvial fan deposits. The overall 
dimensions of the area were arbitrarily assigned a 10-m diameter. The soil consists of 
medium grained brown sand. The vegetation consists of creosote bush, cholla and 
white bursage. Annual plants include scant grass and filaree. 
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The condition of the site, partially obscured by alluvial deposition, and the paired 
metates suggests that the site may retain information important in prehistory. This is 
particularly true in regard to prehistoric milling pattern and land use. 
 
RC-S-8 is therefore treated as eligible under Criterion 4 of the CRHR and is 
unevaluated under NRHP Criterion D, pending further evaluation of the site under the 
PA. It is recommended not eligible under criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under 
criteria A-C. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns history considered by 
Criterion A and Criterion 1, is not associated with the lives of people important to the 
past considered by Criterion B and Criterion 2, and neither unique nor representative of 
a style, type, or design important historically as addressed by Criterion C and Criterion 
3. 

C.3.5.1.8.2.2 Historical Archaeological Sites 
The following four historic sites have been recommended as eligible or are being 
treated as eligible for the CRHR and will be evaluated under the PA for eligibility to the 
NRHP. 

Site RS-150 
Site RS-150 is a historic campsite which may be associated with construction of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad’s Mojave-Owenyo branch line alignment (CA-INY-4607H/IF-
KER-3366H). The campsite measures approximately 10.5 m (35 ft) north-south and 7.5 
m (25 ft) east-west, consists of a rectangular area cleared of basalt cobbles at the 
bottom of an east-facing volcanic basalt field in an area of approximately 3% slope. The 
site also has a historic debris scatter consisting of one key strip sardine can, one meat 
tin, pieces of wire and wood, at least four amethyst glass fragments, and fragments of 
an aqua glass insulator that are embedded in the soil. The presence of sun-colored 
amethyst glass suggests that the site dates to the early decades of the 20th century, 
possibly contemporaneous with the construction of the rail line on the grade to the east. 
The site is located adjacent to a seasonal wash that runs north-south and is lined with 
large creosote and saltbush specimens. Vegetation surrounding the site is sparse due 
to the concentration of basalt cobbles measuring 15 to 50 cm covering the ground 
surface. Soil at the site is yellow-brown silty loam with basalt pebbles between 2 and 
10cm in length.  

Site RS-150 is located in the revised project APE and thus will be impacted by 
construction of the RSPP. The placement of the site in proximity to the Mojave-Owenyo 
Branch railroad constructed in 1908 to facilitate the construction of the Los Angeles 
Aqueduct provides it with an historic context (see Mikesell and Riggs 1992, pp.45). It is, 
therefore, recommended eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 and is unevaluated under 
NRHP Criterion D, pending further site evaluation under the PA. It is recommended not 
eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criteria 1-3, or for inclusion to the NRHP under 
Criteria A-C. Under CRHR Criteria 1 and NRHP Criteria A, site RS-19c does not 
contribute to the broad patterns of history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site is not related to the lives of people important 
to the past and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 
and the NRHP under Criterion B. RS-150 is recommended not eligible for inclusion to 
the CRHR under Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C because it does not represent a 
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unique style, type, or design. Site RS-150 may, however, yield information important to 
history or prehistory and is, therefore, recommended eligible under CRHR Criterion 4 
and eligible under NRHP Criterion D. 

Site RS-162/163 
This site is a scatter of approximately 16 historic can and one piece of milled wood with 
wire attached was found in an area measuring 445 ft NS by 87 ft EW. The cans 
included eight large knife-opened hole-in-top cans, one hand soldered internal friction 
gallon paint can, one key strip gallon can, three knife opened 3” x 4” hole-in-cap cans 
and one 25 pound blasting powder can. The milled wood is a 4x4” piece that is 6’ 7” 
long. The character of the cans, especially the knife-opened, the hole-in-cap and the 
machine-soldered cans along with lack of any church-key opened cans (post 1935) 
suggest an early 20th century single depositional event rather than a site added to over 
time. The blasting powder can is of special interest in that it would like have been used 
in either railroad building or in mining. If further historic research on the 1904 map of 
mines in Kern County confirms the association, this site may be associated with Frank 
A. Huntington, a prominent inventor of mining equipment in late 19th century California. 
 
While the site appears to reflect an earlier date than most historic assemblages in this 
area of the Mojave Desert, this limited scatter of cans and wood is treated as eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP. The site does not contribute to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and is recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP 
Criterion A. The site may be associated with a person important to California’s past and 
so is recommended eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP 
under Criterion B. The site does not represent a distinct type, style, or design and 
recommended not eligible under CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. However, if 
further historical research into the mines in section 35 demonstrates that mines or 
prospects were located in this area, the site may to yield further information important to 
history and is treated as eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 4. Pending 
further information developed under the PA, the site may be eligible as an NRHP under 
Criterion D. 

Site RS-728/731 
Consisting of a large scatter of over 100 historic cans, milled lumber, aqua and amber 
glass fragments and a stove pipe this site extends over an area measuring 475 ft EW by 
300 ft NS. The variety of can types, including key strip srdine tins, hole-in-top with 
matchstick post filler sanitary cans, knife-opened gallon hole-in-cap cans, 25 pound 
DuPont blasting powder cans, and knife-opened 3.4” hole-in-top cans, which all would 
date to early 20th century. However, there were also some church-key opened 
beverage cans which would date to no earlier than 1935. The full range of cans 
indicates a continued deposit on the site running into the mid-20th century. The variety 
of materials found here suggests a habitation site, probably a work camp. The applicant 
has suggested that this may have been a work camp associated with the Mojave-
Owenyo Branch railroad. However, since it is located approximately 1500 feet from the 
railroad line, it may be related to other possible activities, in particular mining. 

Based on the nature of artifacts at RS-728/731, the site is treated as eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR and NRHP, pending further research by the applicant and under 
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the PA. The site may contribute to the broad patterns of California’s history and is 
assumed eligible under CRHR Criterion 1 and NRHP Criterion A. The site may also be 
associated with a person important to California’s past and is recommended eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does 
not represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under 
CRHR Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. However, this site may yield information 
important to history and is recommended eligible for inclusion to the CRHR under 
Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D, pending further research called for under the 
P.A. regarding the accuracy of the 1904 map. 

Site CA-KER-6837H 
This resource consists of 4.5 km (2.8 miles) of the historic road alignment of Old 
Highway 395 from its easterly curve away from the Southern Pacific Railroad’s Mojave-
Owenyo branch line alignment (CA-INY-4607H/IF-KER-3366H) on the west to the 
previously recorded 400 m (1312 ft) long abandoned portion of the alignment and its 
former intersection with South China Lake Boulevard. Now known as Brown Road and 
maintained by Kern County, the resource includes 11 associated historic debris scatter 
loci adjacent to the historic road alignment. The resource cuts through a flat, sandy plain 
elevated up to approximately five feet above the current roadbed on the north side of 
the alignment and up to approximately 2 feet along the south side of the alignment. The 
alignment first appears on the 1915 Searles Lake 60’ USGS topographic quadrangle, 
where it connects with a northwest-southeast trending roadway associated with the 
Terese (sic, Code) Siding of the Mojave-Owenyo branch line on the west and connects 
with a second east-west trending alignment on the east, continuing toward the rail line’s 
Rademacher Siding. The alignment was designated Highway 395 in 1925 and in use as 
a two-land asphalt road until 1965 when the highway was officially rerouted to the 
northeast, bypassing 22 miles of the original highway north through Inyokern and 
Brown, and the eastern portion of the original alignment was abandoned. Vegetation 
along the alignment and surrounding the historic debris loci consists of creosote, 
saltbush, and annual native grasses with smaller amounts of cholla and foxtail near the 
roadway. Soil in the area of the resource is brown-yellow sand with aggregate pebbles 
ranging from 1 to 5 cm in length; soil disturbance is present along the road cuts and 
resulting soil berms on either side of the two-lane paved roadbed. 

Locus 1 is a large historic debris scatter consisting of over 150 tin cans in a 149 m (490 
ft) east-west by 49 m (160 ft) north-south area located along the north side of Brown 
Road. The locus is bisected by an unpaved 115kV and 220kV transmission line access 
road. The majority of the cans are church-key-opened beverage cans, with smaller 
numbers of bimetal pull-tab cans. Also observed were cone-top beer cans, 1 quart 
church-key-opened oil cans and rotary-opened sanitary cans. This locus also contains 
prehistoric isolate R-1-900. Locus 2 is a historic debris scatter measuring 87 m (285 ft) 
north-south by 41 m (135 ft) east/west, located north of Brown Road. The locus consists 
of eight non-diagnostic flattened tin cans, a piece of milled wood measuring 2” by 4” by 
11”, and non-diagnostic fragments of aqua and amethyst glass. An unpaved road is 
located along the eastern boundary of the locus. Locus 3 is a historic debris scatter 
consisting of five non-diagnostic church-key-opened cans in a 24 m (78 ft) north-south 
by 35.5 m (117 ft) east-west area. The locus is situated north of Brown Road. A modern 
grave or memorial consisting of a handmade wood headstone reading “Paul E. 



CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES C.3-100 March 2010 

Nelson/”WOG”/’49-’90/SEE YA LATER” over arranged stones, fishing hooks, lures, 
reels, and a popsicle stick cross is present in the site. Fragments of apparently modern 
fiesta ware-style ceramics and plastic tail light are also found within the locus. 
Locus 4 is a historic debris scatter of five tin cans and a metal tub in a 76.5 m (251 ft) 
north-south by 43 m (142 ft) east-west area located in and around a sandy wash north 
of Brown Road. Cans consist of one external friction 1 lb. coffee can lid, three church-
key-opened beverage cans, one bimetal pull-tab “Olympia” beer can, three knife-
opened sanitary cans, and one rotary open sanitary can. 
 
Locus 5 is a historic debris scatter of 29 tin cans and one metal lid in a 61 m (200 ft) 
north-south by 30.5 m (100 ft) east-west area north of Brown Road. The locus is 
bisected by a wash running east-west. Components consist of one rotary open sanitary 
can, ten bimetal pull-tab beverage cans, 18 church-key-opened beverage cans, and one 
external friction 1 lb. coffee can lid.  
 
Locus 6 is a historic debris scatter consisting of nine tin cans in a 14 m (47 ft) east-west 
by 7.5 m (25 ft) north-south area located south of Brown Road. Cans represented 
include two bimetal pull-tab beverage cans, two church opened key beverage cans, 
three non-diagnostic crushed cans, and two knife-opened beverage cans. 
 
Locus 7 is a historic debris scatter of at least 42 tin cans in a 70 m (231 ft) northeast-
southwest by 43.5 m (143 ft) northwest-southeast area located north and south of 
Brown Road. Cans include 20 church-key-opened beverage cans, two sanitary rotary-
opened cans, one knife-opened meat tin, and 19 bimetal pull-tab cans. 
 
Locus 8 is a historic debris scatter consisting of 26 tin cans in a 74 m (242 ft) east-west 
by 21 m (70 ft) north-south area located north of Brown Road. Cans consist of 17 
church-key-opened beverage cans, four non-diagnostic crushed cans, one cone-top 
beer can, one key strip tobacco tin, one bimetal pull-tab can, and two knife-opened 
sanitary cans. Milled wood and a large asphalt pile are present within the locus. 
Locus 9 is a historic debris scatter of 11 tin cans in a 46 m (151 ft) north-south by 24 m 
(80 ft) east-west area north of Brown Road. Cans consist of eight church-key-opened 
beverage cans, one steel pull-tab can, one rotary-opened juice can, and one rotary-
opened sanitary can. Modern refuse is also present. 

Locus 10 is a historic debris scatter of six tin cans in a 38 m (125 ft) east-west by 12 m 
(40 ft) north-south area located north of Brown Road. Artifacts in the locus include five 
church-key opened beverage cans and one cone-top beer can. The site has been 
impacted by off-road vehicular traffic. 

Locus 11 is a historic debris scatter consisting of eight tin cans in a 33.5 m (110 ft) east-
west by 6 m (20 ft) north-south area located south of Brown Road. Cans consist of one 
bimetal pull-tab can, two church-key-opened beverage cans, four non-diagnostic 
crushed cans, and one rotary-opened sanitary can. The locus also contains modern 
refuse including clear glass fragments. 

The various loci along the pre-1915 alignment reflect the use of the historic road over 
the course of the 20th century. Deposits along the roadway appear to reflect the casual 
dumping of refuse, whether a collection of material or individual items, by users of the 
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thoroughfare. Little information on specific activities, however, can be discerned within 
the loci. The historic road alignment of CA-KER-6837H retains integrity of location and 
setting and, as the original alignment of Highway 395, is recommended eligible for 
inclusion to the CRHR under Criterion 1 and to the NRHP under Criterion A as 
contributing to the broad patterns of California’s history. The historic alignment was an 
early thoroughfare through Indian Wells Valley, and part of the early development of the 
Federal Highway System and its development in California. The site is not associated 
with persons important to California’s past and recommended not eligible for inclusion to 
the CRHR under Criterion 2 and the NRHP under Criterion B. The site does not 
represent a distinct type, style, or design and recommended not eligible under CRHR 
Criterion 3 and NRHP Criterion C. Lastly, the site is unlikely to yield information 
important to history or prehistory and is recommended not eligible for inclusion to the 
CRHR under Criterion 4 and NRHP under Criterion D. 

Cultural Resources Table 6 
NRHP and/or CRHR-Eligible Known Cultural Resources for  

Which Avoidance or Mitigation of Project Impacts Would Be Required 

Resource Type, 
Designation Resource Description (type, size, age) 

NRHP and/or CRHR 
Eligibility 

Prehistoric 
Archaeological 
Resources 

  

RS-19c Metate and milling stone feature and biface NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-154 Lithic scatter NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3)  

RS-407 Piled rock features (cairns?) NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-409 Metate and obsidian flake NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-410 Lithic scatter NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-604 Metate and metate fragments NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-617 Cache of 8 manos, 1 core, and 1 flake NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-720 Groundstone scatter (manos & metates) NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 
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Resource Type, 
Designation Resource Description (type, size, age) 

NRHP and/or CRHR 
Eligibility 

RS-850 Lithic Scatter NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-870 Lithic and groundstone NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3)  

RC-S-6 Isolated metate and collection of 
boulders, possible trace of associated trail

NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RC-S-7 Rock ring ca. 4 meters in diameter, 
possibly house ring, agate core nearby 

NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RC-S-8 Two metates near small wash, both 
basalt, one intact boulder metate and one 
fragmental slab metate 

NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

Ethnographic 
Resources  

  

El Paso 
Mountains Sacred 
Lands site 

Sacred area including village sites, 
petroglyphs, quarries, etc. 

Visual impacts under 
NRHP and CRHR 

Historical 
Archaeological 
Resources 

  

CA-KER-6837H Alignment of old Highway 395 with can 
scatter loci 

NRHP and CRHR 
recommended eligible 

RS-150 Camp site associated with Mojave-Owenyo 
line railroad 

NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-162/163 Scatter of cans—early 20th century NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

RS-728/731 Work camp site—early 20th century NRHP and CRHR 
treated as eligible 
(approach 3) 

Built-Environment 
Resources 

  

None   

C.3.5.2. ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 
Staff’s assessment of the impacts/effects on cultural resources of an action (the 
proposed project), including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, was discussed 
above, as “Assessing Action Effects,” under “Methodology and Thresholds for 
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Determining Environmental Consequences.” Staff’s determination of appropriate 
mitigation of significant impacts/effects is also discussed above, as “Resolving 
Significant Effects,” under “Methodology and Thresholds for Determining Environmental 
Consequences.” 

C.3.5.2.1 Construction 
Staff will assess as significant and adverse all project-related construction impacts, 
direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all known cultural resources located in the APEs and 
not determined by Energy Commission staff or the BLM archaeologist to be ineligible for 
either the CRHR or the NRHP. Staff will make recommendations that these impacts will 
have to be avoided or mitigated with specific mitigation detailed in a programmatic 
agreement (PA), to be negotiated and signed by the BLM, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, the ACHP, the Energy Commission, and other consulting parties.  
 
To determine the RSPP’s impacts, staff developed an alternate concept of the area in 
which cultural resources would be impacted by the project as one large, three-
dimensional spatial block—an “impact block,” entailing the full extent of the project’s 
below-grade impacts (inclusive of all foundations and trenches) and above-grade 
impacts (inclusive of all above-ground facilities), and delimiting both the project’s 
physical impacts to surficial and buried cultural resources and perceptual impacts to the 
settings of built-environment resources. Staff’s assessment of the RSPP’s impacts to 
register-eligible and treated as register-eligible cultural resources entails assuming as 
well that all cultural resources located within the impact block would be significantly 
impacted by the project and that these impacts would require mitigation. 

C.3.5.2.2 Operation 
It is anticipated that initial construction will have the ultimate impact on any cultural 
resources in the project area and that little would remain to be affected during normal 
operations of the facility. However, it is possible that there would be some additional 
ground disturbing work that might be necessary in the course of maintenance to the 
subsurface linear facilities and that such activity could affect resources that had 
escaped damage in the original construction. Monitoring of such work will be addressed 
in subsequent documents, in particular the Programmatic Agreement. 

C.3.5.2.3 Project Closure and Decommissioning 
Upon the closure and decommissioning of the facility, it is expected that little additional 
damage to the cultural resources would occur. However, in the course of demolition 
there would be the likelihood of collateral damage to areas of soil that had not been 
impacted in the original construction.  

C.3.5.2.4 Applicant’s Recommended Mitigation Measures 
Recommended mitigation measures from the applicant (SM 2009a, vol. 2, append. G, 
pp. 103-113) stress preservation of cultural resources through avoidance by re-design. 
However, if avoidance is not possible, further investigation of the cultural resources to 
determine eligibility to the NRHR and CRHR is required. If significant, or potentially 
significant, cultural resources cannot be avoided, the project owner should retain a 
qualified Cultural Resources Specialist to prepare and implement a data recovery 
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program for the affected resources. The Principal Investigator for the mitigation program 
will meet the minimum Secretary of Interior Standards for a Principal Investigator.  

A designated Cultural Resources specialist should be available during the construction 
to inspect and evaluate any finds of potentially significant buried cultural material. The 
Cultural Resources Specialist will coordinate with the project construction manager and 
environmental compliance manager to stop all work in the vicinity of the find until it can 
be assessed. If the discovery is determined to be not significant through consultation 
with CEC and BLM staff, work will be allowed to continue.  
 
If a discovery is determined to be significant in consultation with the Energy 
Commission and BLM, a mitigation plan should be prepared and carried out in 
accordance with State guidelines. If the resources cannot be avoided, a data recovery 
plan should be developed to ensure collection of sufficient information to deal with 
archaeological and/or historical research questions. 
 
A professional technical report should be prepared documenting any assessment and 
data recovery investigations. The report should describe the methods and materials 
collected, and provide conclusions regarding the results of the investigations. The report 
should be submitted to the curatorial facility with the artifacts. 
 
Curatorial material collected as part of an assessment or data recovery mitigation 
should be curated at a qualified curation facility. Field notes and other pertinent 
materials should be curated along with the archaeological collections (SM 2009a, vol. 2, 
append. G, pp. 103-113). 

C.3.5.2.3 BLM and Energy Commission Required Resolution of 
Significant Effects 
As noted above, the resolution of the significant effects of the RSPP would be set forth 
in a PA. The process through which the PA is created is under the management of the 
BLM Ridgecrest Field Office, which has recently initiated the consultation process with 
an invitation to the Advisory Council on Historical Preservation and to the State Historic 
Preservation Officer for California. The BLM will also invite the California Energy 
Commission, Indian Tribes, the applicant, as well as other interested parties to consult 
in the drafting of the PA for the RSPP. Specific mitigation measures for the eligible and 
treated-as-eligible cultural resources will be developed through the PA consultation 
process, but staff expects that the project will be subject to many of the mitigation 
measures traditionally required by the Energy Commission and recognized as effective 
mitigation among cultural resource specialists. The following list describes mitigation 
measures, many of which, staff anticipates will be incorporated into the final PA and 
Condition of Certification. 

C.3.5.2.3.1 Mitigation Measures for an Archaeological District 
The Last Chance Canyon Archaeological District (LCCAD) is a national register district 
that was nominated for listing in the NRHP in 1971. The district established arbitrary 
boundaries (based on available 15 minute USGS quads) that overlap the APE of the 
RSPP on its western boundary. Potential mitigation for RSPP impacts to the LCCAD 
could entail further research to determine how the prehistoric archaeological sites found 
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in the AECOM/EDAW surveys fit with the district’s cultural resources. Due to the limited 
amount of site identifications in the original LCCAD nomination, an updated NRHP 
district nomination may have to be created to better reflect the cultural inventory of the 
district. 

C.3.5.2.3.2 Mitigation Measures for Individual Sites 
• For some historic-period archaeological sites, including those with possible mining 

claim cairns and small early twentieth-century refuse deposits, no additional field 
work may be necessary, but, rather, existing data, such as photographs or detailed 
artifact recording forms would just need to be incorporated into the site forms. 

• For many of the prehistoric and historic-period archaeological sites, additional field 
recordation may be needed to fill gaps in the existing recordation, as represented in 
the site forms, and to resolve questions about historic-period sites attribution.  

• Additional field investigation may also be needed on some archaeological sites to 
determine if subsurface deposits exist and, if they do, to adequately sample those 
deposits. 

• Application of a method of recordation of isolated refuse deposits such as the IHDP 
(Isolated Historic Refuse Deposits) program developed by Caltrans archaeologists 
could be a way to mitigate the destruction of the large number of artifact scatters 
(mostly cans) that are found throughout the project area. Since these can scatters 
can often be broken down into relatively discrete time periods, the recording and 
subsequent analysis of these sites could enrich studies of the early development of 
roads, trails, mining, and railroad camps in the project area and relate them to 
broader studies of linear resources (railroad lines, roads, power line corridors, etc.). 
Application of this method of mitigation would be particularly appropriate to the 
numerous can scatter loci associated with the old Highway 395 linear feature CA-
KER-6837H. 

• The site forms for both prehistoric and historic-period archaeological sites in the 
vicinity of the two remnant Pleistocene Colorado River terraces on the west side of 
the proposed plant site mention that observed artifacts were partially embedded in 
silt. This is evidence for the possibility of buried resources in the area to the west 
(up-slope) of the terraces, which evidently have served to locally block the sheet flow 
of water and thus have caused the deposition of sediments. Testing, possibly of a 
geophysical nature, for subsurface deposits may be necessary to further assess this 
possibility. 

• Archival research may be needed for sites with possible connections to early 20th 
century mining in the area (RS-162/163 and RS-728/731), indicated on the Kern 
County Mining map of 1904 (Aubury 1904). 
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C.3.5.2.3.3 Mitigation Measures for the Discovery of Sites During Construction 
Staff commonly recommends a set of standard measures providing for the contingency 
of discovering archaeological resources during construction and related activities. 
These measures usually include the following: 

• Measure-1 requires a Cultural Resources Specialist (CRS) to be retained and 
available during construction-related excavations to evaluate any discovered buried 
resources and, if necessary, to conduct data recovery as mitigation for the project’s 
unavoidable impacts on them.  

• Measure-2 requires the project owner to provide the CRS with all relevant cultural 
resources information and maps.  

• Measure-3 requires the CRS to write and submit to the Energy Commission 
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation 
Plan (CRMMP).  

• Measure-4 requires the CRS to write and submit to the CPM a final report on all 
cultural resources monitoring and mitigation activities.  

• Measure-5 requires the project owner to train workers to recognize cultural 
resources and instruct them to halt construction if cultural resources are discovered.  

• Measure-6 prescribes the monitoring, by an archaeologist and, possibly, by a Native 
American, intended to identify buried archaeological deposits.  

• Measure-7 requires the project owner to halt ground-disturbing activities in the area 
of an archaeological discovery and to fund data recovery, if the discovery is 
evaluated as CRHR-eligible.  

In Measure-6, staff commonly specifies the parts of a project site where ground 
disturbance must be monitored by an archaeologist and, possibly also, by a Native 
American. For RSPP construction, it is likely that staff would minimally recommend 
archaeological and Native American monitoring of the parts of the project site in 
proximity to the El Paso Wash where the geo-archaeologist recommended monitoring 
(Steinkamp 2010, p. 15). 

C.3.6 RECONFIGURED ALTERNATIVE 

The current project has been revised from the original plan submitted. To address 
resource management agencies’ comments regarding habitat values, the RSPP site 
plan has been reconfigured to avoid the impacts to natural storm water flows across the 
El Paso Wash. South of Brown Road, this avoidance will be accomplished by shifting 
the south solar field slightly to the north and west, placing it entirely out of and to the 
west of the Wash. This adjustment results in an approximate 4% reduction in the area of 
disturbance of the southern solar field. The reconfiguration also includes relocation of 
the power block to the north of Brown Road. The main site access road and main office 
are also moved to north of Brown Road. The reduced footprint of the south solar field 
requires the number of solar collector array loops, which individually have dimensions of 
approximately 1,300 feet long by 140 feet wide, to be decreased from 133 to 119.  
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The design of the 230 kV switchyard has been optimized, resulting in a reduction of the 
footprint to 3.2 acres (425 ft x 325 ft) from 5.5 acres (600 ft x 400 ft). The new location 
of the switchyard is such that its western boundary limit will be contiguous with the 
eastern boundary line of the proposed Southern California Edison (SCE) permanent 
easement. Modifications to the planned reroute of the existing SCE lines west of the 
south solar field are consistent with the original intent to closely follow the western limits 
of the field. The length of the existing lines that will need to be relocated (through a shift 
to the west) is now 8,600 feet (compared to 8,000 ft in the original site configuration. 
The length of the proposed realigned segments of the existing SCE 115 kV and 230 kV 
transmission lines will run 9,060 ft around the southwest corner of the south solar field.  

North of Brown Road, the north solar field is shifted north and east to move the field 
entirely out of the El Paso Wash. The area of disturbance associated with the north 
solar field has increased by approximately 25% to offset the reduction of the south solar 
field. The number of solar collector array loops in the north solar field has increased 
from 145 to 167. In order to contain the entire field between the east side of the El Paso 
Wash and US Highway 395, the east-west dimensions of the two original segments of 
the north solar field are reduced and the field is reconfigured into a total of six 
segments, with some segments of the field shifted east. The reconfiguration of the 
RSPP results in a slight increase in the ROW to 3,995 acres. Engineered drainages 
along the perimeters of both the north and south solar fields are being redesigned to 
accommodate the new solar field configuration. Total disturbed acreage for the project 
will be increased from approximately 1,760 acres to 1,944 acres (a 10% increase).  
Several factors contributed to the increase in disturbance area of the north field. The 
greatest factor is more unused space within the fence lines of the solar fields due to 
segmentation of the field to avoid the wash and fit into the remaining available area. The 
new design is not as efficient as the previous design, in both use of land area and 
conversion of solar radiation into electricity. Process efficiency is reduced, requiring 
approximately 3% more solar loops due to the heat transfer requirements associated 
with the solar collection and pumping inefficiencies that occur with the staggered field 
configuration. 
 
To mitigate the overall losses in process efficiency resulting from the new configuration, 
the process performance of the steam cycle was improved by adding cells to the air-
cooled condenser (ACC). This change approximately doubled the area occupied by this 
piece of equipment, from about 1.66 acres to 3.27 acres; ACC height remains at 120 
feet. The increase in ACC size will reduce the steam system backpressure. To 
accommodate the larger ACC, the layout within the power block was rearranged 
somewhat, although the overall impact to the power block footprint is negligible. In 
addition, regarding the less efficient use of land area, the staggered field configuration 
results in triangular spaces at the “offsets” in the field design that may be disturbed in 
the process of grading the site. These areas are currently being evaluated to minimize 
any impact. The segmentation in the north field has also increased the number of 
subfields of solar arrays from 4 to 6, resulting in additional terraces, access roads, and 
on-site drainage channels being required between the subfields. Also, the new SCE 
lines have been pushed further to the west, which also has resulted in some space 
inefficiencies and corresponding increase in total disturbance area. The areas of 
disturbance associated with the relocated SCE transmission lines are included within 
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the total disturbance area cited above. The disturbed areas west of the south field may 
be able to be further reduced at such time as SCE has finalized their design for the re-
alignment.  

The movement of the power block to the north of Brown Road will result in a longer gen-
tie line alignment and a greater number of monopoles between the power block and the 
switchyard. The length of the t-line alignment will increase from approximately 1,250 ft 
to 3,900 ft, and the number of poles will increase from 3 to 4. The reconfiguration will 
also result in the need for the gen-tie line to cross over Brown Road. The longer north-
south dimensions of the north solar field will result in an overall longer run of in-field 
HTF piping, and the new relative positioning of the two solar fields will result in a longer 
run of out-of-field HTF piping. The major length of out-of-field piping is a 2,200-foot run 
from the power block, spanning over El Paso Wash via a new pipe bridge, under Brown 
Road via a pair of culverts, and onward into the south solar field.  

Because the offsite portion of the water pipeline is shortened in the new design, total 
disturbed acreage for the offsite water line will be reduced from approximately 18 acres 
to approximately 16.3 acres. The diameter for the water pipeline has increased from 12” 
to 16” to accommodate a request from the Indian Wells Valley Water District. 

C.3.6.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
This alternative includes the North and South solar fields, the power plant, the water line 
and the installation of a longer conductoring alignment to connect with the main power 
utility line. The setting for the north and south solar units would be adjusted to increase 
the northern unit and decrease the southern unit. Also, the power block would be moved 
from south of Brown Road to north of the road. 
  
The extension of the North solar field at its north end would be located partially on land 
that had been previously surveyed for cultural resources in connection with the original 
proposed project, but approximately 300 acres of BLM-managed land for the north unit 
has not been surveyed for cultural resources, although in response to cultural Data 
Requests 110-112, applicant states that the survey and documentation will be 
completed by June 2010. Consequently, at this time, staff cannot say how many and 
what kind of additional cultural resources the Reconfigured Alternative would impact, 
beyond those already identified for the proposed project.  

C.3.6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
Staff would assess as significant and adverse all project-related construction impacts, 
direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all known cultural resources located in the APE of this 
alternative and not determined by Energy Commission staff or the BLM archaeologist to 
be ineligible for either the CRHR or the NRHP. 
 
Staff would make recommendations that the impacts of this alternative on cultural 
resources would have to be avoided or mitigated with specific modes of mitigation 
detailed in the programmatic agreement (PA), executed for this project.  
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C.3.6.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS 
Staff would assume that all construction impacts, direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all 
eligible and staff-assumed-eligible cultural resources located in the APE of this 
alternative would be significant and adverse under “approach 3.” Staff also assumes 
that these impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the 
implementation of CUL-1 and the PA. 

C.3.7.1 NORTH OF BROWN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 
The North of Brown Road Alternative would be a 146-MW solar facility located to the 
north of Brown Road within the boundaries of the proposed project. This alternative is 
analyzed for two major reasons: (1) it eliminates impacts to the area south of Brown 
Road where the majority of the treated as eligible archaeological sites are located, so all 
impacts are reduced, and (2) by removing the south solar field, which is located in an 
identified Mojave Ground Squirrel habitat area, this alternative minimizes impacts to 
wildlife movement corridors. 

C.3.7.1.1 Setting and Existing Conditions 
This alternative is located entirely within the ROW boundaries of the proposed project, 
however, it extends the APE boundary to the north encompassing approximately 300 
acres. It also eliminates the southern solar field (809 acres). As a result, the 
environmental setting consists of the northern portions of the proposed project, as well 
as the area affected by the linear facilities corridor. This alternative would be located 
mostly within the previously evaluated APE boundaries, though it will require field 
survey of the additional acreage to the north. 

C.3.7.1.2 Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation 
Staff would assess as significant and adverse all project-related construction impacts, 
direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all known cultural resources located in the APEs of 
this alternative and not determined by Energy Commission staff or the BLM 
archaeologist to be ineligible for either the CRHR or the NRHP. 
 
Staff would make recommendations that the impacts of this alternative on cultural 
resources would have to be avoided or mitigated with specific modes of mitigation 
detailed in the previously referenced PA.  

C.3.7.1.3 CEQA Level of Significance of Impacts 
Staff would assume that all construction impacts, direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all 
eligible and treated-as-eligible cultural resources located in the APE of this alternative 
would be significant and adverse. Staff also assumes that these impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level by the implementation of CUL-1 and the PA. 

C.3.7.2 SOUTH OF BROWN ROAD ALTERNATIVE 
The South of Brown Road Alternative would be a 104-MW solar facility located to the 
south of Brown Road within the boundaries of the proposed project. This alternative is 
analyzed for two major reasons: (1) it eliminates impacts to the area north of Brown 
Road where 7 out of 17 of the treated-as-eligible archaeological sites are located, so 
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some impacts are reduced, and (2) by removing the north solar field, which is located in 
an area with a high Desert Tortoise population (see Biological Resources section of this 
SA/EIS), this alternative minimizes impacts to a newly discovered remarkable 
population of this special status wildlife species. 

C.3.7.2.1 Setting and Existing Conditions 
This alternative is located entirely within the APE of the proposed project. It also 
eliminates the north solar field (1118 acres). As a result, the environmental setting 
consists of the southern portions of the proposed project to include the power plant, 
which would remain in place as in the original proposed configuration. This configuration 
would lie wholly within the previously evaluated APE boundaries and thus not require 
additional survey. 

C.3.7.2.2 Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation 
Staff would assess as significant and adverse all project-related construction impacts, 
direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all known cultural resources located in the APEs of 
this alternative and not determined by Energy Commission staff or the BLM 
archaeologist to be ineligible for either the CRHR or the NRHP. 
 
Staff would make recommendations that the impacts of this alternative on cultural 
resources would have to be avoided or mitigated with specific modes of mitigation 
detailed in the PA.  

C.3.7.2.3 CEQA Level of Significance of Impacts 
Staff would assume that all construction impacts, direct, indirect, and cumulative, to all 
eligible and staff-treated-as-eligible cultural resources located in the APE of this 
alternative would be significant and adverse. Staff also assumes that these impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level by the implementation of CUL-1 and 
the PA. 

C.3.7.3 GARLOCK ROAD SITE ALTERNATIVE  
The Garlock Road site is an off-site (off of the BLM ROW for the RSPP). It will be 
discussed in a separate section of alternatives. 

C.3.8 NO-PROJECT/NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No-Project Alternative under CEQA (or the No-Action Alternative under NEPA) 
considers the scenario that would exist if the proposed RSPP were not constructed. The 
CEQA Guidelines state that “the purpose of describing and analyzing a ‘no project’ 
alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the 
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project” (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14 § 15126.6(i)). The No-Project analysis here considers existing conditions 
and “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project 
were not approved…” (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14 § 15126.6(e)(2)). Under NEPA, the No-
Action Alternative is used as a benchmark of existing conditions by which the public and 
decision makers can compare the environmental effects of the proposed action and the 
alternatives.  
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If the No-Project/No-Action Alternative were selected, the construction and operational 
impacts of the RSPP would not occur. The 2,002-acre site would not be graded, and no 
cultural resources would be destroyed. The No-Project/No-Action Alternative would also 
eliminate contributions to cumulative impacts on cultural resources and environmental 
parameters in Kern County and in the Mojave Desert as a whole in keeping with the 
objectives of the West Mojave Desert Plan (WEMO). 

In the absence of the RSPP, however, other power plants, based on both renewable 
and non-renewable technologies, would have to be constructed to serve the demand for 
electricity and to meet the state-mandated Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS). If the 
No-Project/No-Action Alternative were chosen, other utility-scale solar power facilities 
might be built, and their impacts to the environment might be similar to those of the 
proposed project because solar technologies require large amounts of land, as for the 
RSPP. The No-Project/No-Action Alternative might also lead to siting other non-solar 
renewable technologies to help achieve the California RPS.  
 
Additionally, if the No-Project/No-Action Alternative were chosen, it is likely that 
additional gas-fired power plants would be built or that existing gas-fired plants could 
operate longer. If the proposed project were not built, California would not benefit from 
the reduction in greenhouse gases that this facility would provide, and SCE would not 
receive the 250-MW contribution to its renewable state-mandated energy portfolio. 

C.3.9 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND RECOMMENDATION OF 
LEAST-IMPACT CR ALTERNATIVE 

Of the prehistoric sites treated as eligible for the NRHP under criterion D and the CRHR 
under criterion 4 by the Applicant and by staff, eight of the thirteen are located in the 
area to be impacted by the southern solar field configuration and two by the northern 
solar field. Of the four historic sites that are treated as eligible, three are in the area of 
the southern solar field and the fourth is Brown Road, a linear feature that bisects the 
north and south portions of the RSPP APE. Cultural Resources Table 7 below 
provides a comparison of the number of sites that would be affected by each alternative. 
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Cultural Resources Table 7 
Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives by Impacted Sites 

Impacts 

Proposed 
Project 
(Revised) 
(250 MW) 

Northern 
Unit 
(146 MW) 

Southern 
Unit 
(104 MW) 

Original 
Proposed 
Project 
(250 MW) 

No 
Project/No 
Action* 

Loss of 
prehistoric 
sites 

Y(10 sites) Y (5 sites) Y (8 sites) Y (9 sites) N 

Loss of 
Historic sites Y (4 sites) Y (1 site) Y (3 sites) Y(3 sites) N 

Visual Impact 
on Sacred 
Lands  

Y Y Y Y N 

Last Chance 
Canyon 
Archaeological 
District 

Y Y Y Y Y 

Impact 
On Built 
Environment 

N N N N N 

*All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site 

Based on the findings shown on Cultural Resources Table 7 (above), the order of the 
four alternatives from least effect (1) to most effect (5) would be as follows: 
1. The No Project Alternative which would not affect any cultural resources. 

2. The Northern Unit alternative would have the least effect due to affecting 6 sites (5 
prehistoric and one historic) found in that area. 

3. The Southern Unit alternative would affect 11 sites (8 prehistoric and 3 historic), and 
would be closer to the El Paso Mountains sacred site and to the Last Chance 
Canyon Archaeological District. ,  

4. The original proposed site would affect a total of 12 sites (9 prehistoric and 3 
historic), but it would also encroach more on the El Paso Wash which is considered 
likely to have buried deposits 

5. The revised project would affect the largest number of known sites (a total of 14 (10 
prehistoric and 4 historic), but it would avoid the potentially sensitive area of the El 
Paso Wash.  



  CULTURAL RESOURCES AND 
March 2010 C.3-113 NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES 

Cultural Resources Table 8 
Ranked Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 

Proposed 
Project 

(250 MW) 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 

Southern 
Unit 

(104 MW) 

Original 
Proposed 

Project 
(250 MW) 

No 
Project/No 

Action* 
Summary 
of Impacts 
of 
Proposed 
and 
Alternative 
Actions 

The project 
would impact 
the greatest 
number of 
identified 
cultural sites, 
but would 
avoid an area 
sensitive for 
buried sites (El 
Paso Wash).  

Would have the 
least effect on 
cultural sites and 
be more 
removed from 
the El Paso 
Mountains 
Sacred Lands 
area and the 
Last Chance 
Canyon 
Archaeological 
District. 

Would have a 
considerable 
effect on 
many 
archaeological 
sites, but 
would avoid 
impacts on 
the El Paso 
Wash. 

This project would 
affect slightly 
fewer cultural 
sites than the 
proposed project, 
but would have 
more potential to 
affect the El Paso 
Wash with its 
potential for 
buried sites. 

Would have 
no effect on 
the cultural 
resources. 

Impact 
Severity 
Rank (1–5, 
1 = least 
impact and 
5 = 
greatest 
impact) 

5 2 3 4 1 

*All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site 

C.3.9.1 CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS IN RSPP AREA 
Section B.3, CUMULATIVE SCENARIO, provides detailed information on the potential 
cumulative solar and other development projects in the project area. Together, these 
projects comprise the cumulative scenario that forms the basis of the cumulative impact 
analysis for the proposed project. In summary, these projects are: 

• Renewable energy projects on BLM, State, and private lands, as shown on in 
Section B.3 Cumulative Figure 1 and in Cumulative Tables 1A and 1B. Although 
not all of those projects are expected to complete the environmental review 
processes, or be funded and constructed, the list is indicative of the large number of 
renewable projects currently proposed in California. 

• Foreseeable future projects in the immediate vicinity of the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project, as shown on Cumulative Impacts Figure 2, Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project – Renewable Energy Applications in the Ridgecrest District Area , and 
Cumulative Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 presents existing projects in this area and 
Table 3 presents future foreseeable projects in the Ridgecrest District Area. Both 
tables indicate project name and project type, its location and its status.  
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These projects are defined within a geographic area that has been identified by the 
CEC and BLM as covering an area large enough to provide a reasonable basis for 
evaluating cumulative impacts for all resource elements or environmental parameters. 
Most of these projects have, are, or will be required to undergo their own independent 
environmental review under CEQA and/or NEPA. Even if the cumulative projects 
described in Section B.3 have not yet completed the required environmental processes, 
they were considered in the cumulative impacts analyses in this SA/Draft 

Geographic Scope of Analysis  
The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts on cultural resources is defined 
as the Ridgecrest District Area. Cumulative impacts can occur if the implementation of 
the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project could combine with the impacts of other local or 
regional projects. Cumulative impacts would occur locally if Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project impacts combined with the impacts of projects located within the Western 
Mojave Desert. Cumulative impacts could also occur as a result of the development of 
some of the many proposed solar and wind development projects that have been, or are 
anticipated to be, under consideration by the BLM and the Energy Commission in the 
near future. This geographic scope is appropriate because it is likely that cultural 
resources similar to those in the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project area of analysis are 
present throughout the Western Mojave Desert.  

Regional cumulative impacts are those that could occur as a result of the 
implementation of future solar and wind development projects that are currently 
proposed on over one million acres of the California Desert Conservation Area, as well 
as on BLM land in Nevada and Arizona. Therefore, the geographic extent for the 
analysis of regional cumulative impacts is defined as the desert areas of southeastern 
California, southern Nevada, and western Arizona, as shown on Cumulative Impacts 
Figure 1 (Regional Renewable Applications).  

Effects of Past and Present Projects 
For this analysis, the projects and developments listed in Table 1A that are expansive 
and have disturbed the most acreage are considered most relevant to effects on cultural 
resources. Within the BLM Desert District Area these projects include 64 solar energy 
projects and 63 wind energy projects with a combined acreage of more one million 
acres. Among the solar projects included on Table 1A, the Ridgecrest Office area 
includes five projects with a combined acreage of 32,463 acres. Solar energy projects 
are in general likely to incur more extensive direct physical effects and more 
concentrated effects than wind power projects because of the intensive nature of the 
necessary development work.  

Cultural resources in the geographic area have been impacted by past and currently 
approved projects by virtue of extensive ground disturbance that is required for 
construction of buildings, facilities, roads, and other infrastructure. All ground 
disturbances have the potential for destroying known or unknown cultural resources. 
Thus, many resources have likely been destroyed by developments throughout the 
Southern California Desert Region. In the case of military installations and maneuvers, 
however, avoidance of substantial adverse changes to CRHR- and NRHP-eligible 
cultural resources have been accomplished through deliberate project planning. Impacts 
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to previously unknown cultural resources have been reduced to less than significant by 
implementing mitigation measures requiring construction monitoring, evaluation of 
resources discovered during monitoring, and avoidance or data recovery for resources 
evaluated to be CRHR-eligible. The CEC planning process implementing CEQA 
regulations introduces parallel resource-preservation tactics to protect cultural 
resources 

Effects of Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects 
Cultural resources are also expected to be affected by the following reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. As detailed in Table 3 and shown in Cumulative Impacts 
Figure 1, the future development of residential and infrastructure uses of land within the 
geographic extent of regional cumulative impacts will undoubtedly result in impacts to 
cultural resources. Many archaeological resources occur within the Southern California 
Desert Region that could be destroyed through construction activities of these projects, 
especially renewable projects that require broad expanses of land. For example, more 
than 20,000 cultural resources have been identified and documented by the California 
Historical Resources Information System within Riverside and San Bernardino counties, 
alone. Because less than 20% of the land in these counties has been surveyed for 
cultural resources, there is a high potential to discover previously unknown resources. If 
resources are impacted where the values can be fully recovered through data recovery 
or other recordation (photography, drawings, and descriptive history), the cumulative 
impact of these future projects would not be significant. However, even with mitigation 
of individual projects at specific sites, there would still be a loss of resources due to the 
large number of acres disturbed.  

Buildings and structural sites throughout the desert would also be impacted by the 
numerous proposed renewable projects. Potential impacts would include physical 
disturbance or alteration directly as a result of construction activities or diminished 
visual character of such sites due to the presence of industrial structures. Mitigation 
would be implemented for each project to minimize impacts.  

Construction of the solar and wind projects proposed throughout this region would result 
in substantial changes in the setting and feeling, and association of the areas in which 
they are constructed. The current design of these projects would result in a significant 
cumulative impact to the region. Within the desert region there are numerous traditional 
use areas and lands sacred to Native Americans. Potential impacts would include 
physical disturbance or alteration directly as a result of construction activity or 
diminished visual character of traditional use areas due to the presence of industrial 
structures. If impacts to traditional use areas would occur at any individual site, 
mitigation would be implemented to minimize project impacts; however, the potential for 
vast disturbance of the desert would potentially lead to a loss of resources and impacts 
to visual character, thereby resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  

Unknown, unrecorded cultural resources may be found at nearly any development site. 
When discovered, cultural resources are treated in accordance with applicable federal 
and state laws and regulations as well as in compliance with the mitigation measures 
and permit requirements applicable to a project. It is not known what cultural resources, 
if any, would be affected by development of all foreseeable future projects within 
southeastern California, southern Nevada, and western Arizona. Because, however, of 
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the large area of proposed development (over one million acres of desert land), it is very 
likely that cultural resources exist and would be expected to be uncovered at most of 
these sites. As would be done during the construction of the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project, should resources be discovered during construction of any of the proposed 
solar and wind development projects, they would be subject to legal requirements 
designed to protect or mitigate them, thereby reducing the effect of impacts.  

Contribution of the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project to Cumulative Impacts 

Construction 
The development of the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project is expected to result in 
permanent adverse impacts to cultural resources related to construction activities. It is 
expected that some of the cumulative projects described above that are not yet built 
may be under construction at the same time as the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project, and 
will also impact cultural resources. As a result, there may be substantial permanent 
impacts during construction of those cumulative projects related to cultural resources. 

The Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would be expected to contribute to the possible 
permanent cumulative impacts related to cultural resources. Until the resources present 
within the project area are evaluated, the extent of the impact cannot be fully assessed. 
Known significant resources in the region are limited, the largest numbers comprising 
the Last Chance Canyon Archaeological District. A related aspect is the presence of 
nearby traditional use areas. The El Paso Mountains border the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project and are a known area of important archaeological, religious and traditional 
resource gathering areas. The evidence of the geographic extent of the prehistoric 
resources, including both sites and isolates, indicates that the project area itself was at 
one time extensively used by Native American groups.  

The construction of other projects in the same vicinity as the proposed project could 
affect unknown cultural resources of the same types that the RSPP would affect. Until 
the identified potential resources within the RSPP are evaluated, the true cumulative 
effect cannot be determined. However, project proponents for other future projects in 
the area may be able to avoid causing substantial adverse changes to CRHR-eligible 
cultural resources through deliberate project planning, or reduce such impacts to 
presently unknown cultural resources to less-than-significant by implementing mitigation 
measures requiring construction monitoring, evaluation of resources discovered during 
monitoring, and avoidance or data recovery for resources evaluated to be CRHR-
eligible. Such avoidance or mitigation of potential future significant impacts to presently 
unknown cultural resources would reduce the potential contribution of the Ridgecrest 
Solar Power Project to cumulative impacts on such resources.  

Unknown, unrecorded cultural resources may be encountered during construction at 
nearly any site. It is not and cannot be known what cultural resources, if any, would be 
affected by the development of all the proposed present and future projects within the 
Southern California Desert Region. It is certain that cultural resources exist and will be 
encountered at some of these sites. During RSPP construction, should resources be 
discovered, they would be subject to the Federal and State legal requirements designed 
to protect them. Ideally, with preconstruction evaluation and completion of staff 
recommended mitigative steps, RSPP construction impacts, when combined with 
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impacts from past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects will not 
significantly affect known and unknown cultural resources.  

Operation 
The Ridgecrest Solar Power Project is not expected to result in extensive direct adverse 
impacts to cultural resources during operation of the Project. The chief on-going indirect 
impact once construction is complete will be visual. Other indirect effects may result 
from increased access to the project area. Cultural resources on and in the immediate 
vicinity of the project site may experience increased vandalism as a result of improved 
access to the area. It is expected that some of the cumulative projects described above 
may be operational at the same time as the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project. As a result, 
there may be similar long term cumulative direct and indirect impacts to cultural 
resources during operation of those projects. As a result, the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project and the other projects may contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on cultural 
resources as a result in increased access to the area and the potential for increased 
vandalism, illegal collection of artifacts, and/or destruction of resources during operation 
related activities.  

Decommissioning 
The decommissioning of the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project is not expected to result in 
adverse impacts related to cultural resources similar to construction impacts. It is 
unlikely that the construction or decommissioning of any of the cumulative projects 
would entail adverse impacts to cultural resources, whether such decommissioning was 
serial or concurrent. The impacts of the decommissioning of the Ridgecrest Solar Power 
Project would not be expected to contribute to cumulative impacts related to cultural 
resources because direct impacts to significant resources would have occurred during 
construction and operation, prior to decommissioning. 

Conclusion 
Provided that the recommendations of CEC staff with respect to Cultural Resources that 
may be affected by the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project are completed, the cumulative 
effects of the project should result in less-than-significant impacts to known NRHP and 
CRHR-eligible resources. 

C.3.10 NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS 

Staff does not discern any public benefits in relation to cultural resources that would 
occur from the construction, operation, maintenance, or decommissioning of the 
proposed action that would reasonably be found to be noteworthy. 

C.3.11 PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION/MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

CUL-1 The applicant shall be bound to abide, in total, to the terms of the 
programmatic agreement that the BLM is to execute under 36 CFR § 
800.14(b)(3) for the proposed action. If for any reason, any party to the 
programmatic agreement were to terminate that document and it were to 
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have no further force or effect for the purpose of compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, the applicant would continue to be 
bound to the terms of that original agreement for the purpose of compliance 
with CEQA until such time as a successor agreement had been negotiated 
and executed with the participation and approval of Energy Commission staff. 

Verification:  
1. Under the terms of the programmatic agreement, the applicant shall submit all 

documentation required by the agreement to the CPM for review and approval. 

C.3.12 COMPLIANCE WITH LORS 

If the Condition of Certification (CUL-1) is properly implemented, the proposed Solar 
Millennium RSPP project would result in a less than significant impact on known and 
newly found cultural resources. The project would therefore be in compliance with the 
applicable state laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards listed in Cultural 
Resources Table 1. 

The Kern County General Plan has general language promoting the county-wide 
preservation of cultural resources. The Condition of Certification requires specific 
actions not just to promote but to effect historic preservation and mitigate impacts to all 
cultural resources in order to ensure CEQA compliance. Consequently, if Solar 
Millennium RSPP implements these conditions, its actions would be consistent with the 
general historic preservation goals of Kern County. 

C.3.13 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Energy Commission cultural resources staff has analyzed the cultural resources data 
currently available for the proposed RSPP. Staff has concluded that, depending on 
which alternative configuration is adopted the RSSP would have a significant direct 
impact some portion of 17 treated-as-eligible archaeological sites and has the potential 
to have a further significant direct impact on a part of the Last Chance Canyon 
Archaeological District. It may also have a visual impact on the El Paso Mountains 
sacred site which is adjacent to the project APE. Due to the pending development of a 
Programmatic Agreement between the BLM, Energy Commission, and SHPO, the 
adoption and implementation of Condition of Certification CUL-1 would reduce the 
potential impacts of the proposed project on the subject resources to less than 
significant. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - FIGURE 1
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Detail of a 1904 mining map of Kern County indicating three mines in section 35, T27S, R39E, MDM (Aubury 1904)
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CULTURAL RESOURCES- FIGURE 2
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Cultural Resouces Sensitivity Map
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Cultural sensitivity map for RSPP.  
Darkened area shows concentration 
of surface archaeological sites. 
(Adapted from Steinkamp 2010a, Fig. 5, 
courtesy of AECOM.)



C.4  HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 
Testimony of Alvin Greenberg, Ph.D. 

C.4.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS  

U.S. Bureau of Land Management and Energy Commission staff (hereafter jointly 
referred to as staff) evaluated the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP) in 
terms of hazardous materials use. Staff’s analysis indicates that with implementation of 
staff’s proposed mitigation measures HAZ-1 through 6, hazardous materials use at the 
site would not present a significant impact (pursuant CEQA) to the public. With adoption 
of the proposed conditions of certification, the proposed project will comply with all 
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards. Energy Commission staff 
proposes conditions of certification to address safe handling of hazardous materials, 
use of a Heat Transfer Fluid (HTF; Therminol VP-1), transportation of hazardous 
materials, and site security.  

C.4.2 INTRODUCTION  

The purpose of this hazardous materials management analysis is to determine if the 
proposed RSPP has the potential to cause significant impacts (pursuant CEQA) on the 
public as a result of the use, handling, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials 
at the proposed site. If significant adverse impacts on the public are identified, Energy 
Commission staff must also evaluate the potential for facility design alternatives and 
additional mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to the extent feasible. 

This analysis does not address the potential exposure of workers to hazardous 
materials used at the proposed facility. Employers must inform employees of hazards 
associated with their work and provide them with special protective equipment and 
training to reduce the potential for health impacts associated with the handling of 
hazardous materials. The WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION section of this 
document describes applicable requirements for the protection of workers from these 
risks. 

For this analysis, staff examines plausible potential loss of containment incidents (spills) 
for the hazardous materials to be used at the proposed facility. The worst case plausible 
event, regardless of cause, is considered, and analyzed to see whether the risk to local 
populations is significant (pursuant CEQA). Hazardous material handling and usage 
procedures are designed to reduce the likelihood of a spill, to reduce its potential size, 
and to prevent or reduce the potential migration of a spill off site to the extent that there 
won’t be significant off-site impacts (pursuant CEQA). These measures look at potential 
direct contact from runoff of spills, air-borne plume concentrations, and the potential for 
spills to mix with runoff water and be carried offsite. Generally, staff seeks to confirm 
that the applicant has proposed secondary containment basins for containing liquids, 
and that volatile chemicals would have a restricted exposure to the atmosphere after 
capture.  

Various hazardous materials including heat transfer fluid (HTF), lubricating oils, diesel 
fuel, propane, gasoline, hydraulic fluids, greases, spent batteries, spent activated 
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carbon, cleaning detergents, water treatment chemicals, and welding gasses will be 
present at the proposed RSPP project. The RSPP project would also require the 
transportation of hazardous materials to the facility. This document addresses all 
potential impacts associated with the use and handling of hazardous materials. 

C.4.3 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Staff reviewed and assessed the potential for the transportation, handling, and use of 
hazardous materials to impact the surrounding community. All chemicals that will be 
present on the project site at some point during construction, operation, and/or 
decommissioning were evaluated. Staff’s analysis addresses the potential impacts on 
all members of the population including the young, the elderly, and people with existing 
medical conditions that may make them more sensitive to the adverse effects of 
hazardous materials. In order to accomplish this goal, staff utilized the most current 
public health exposure levels (both acute and chronic) that are established to protect 
the public from the effects of an accidental chemical release. 

In order to assess the potential for released hazardous materials to travel off site and 
affect the public, staff analyzed several aspects of the proposed use of these materials 
at the facility. Staff recognizes that some hazardous materials must be used at power 
plants. Therefore, staff conducted its analysis by examining the choice and amount of 
chemicals to be used, the manner in which the applicant will use the chemicals, the 
manner by which they will be transported to the facility and transferred to facility storage 
tanks, and the way the applicant plans to store the materials on site. 

Staff reviewed the applicant’s proposed engineering and administrative controls 
concerning hazardous materials usage. Engineering controls are the physical or 
mechanical systems, such as storage tanks or automatic shut-off valves, that can 
prevent the spill of hazardous material from occurring, or which can either limit the spill 
to a small amount or confine it to a small area. Administrative controls are the rules and 
procedures that workers at the facility must follow that will help to prevent accidents or 
to keep them small if they do occur. Both engineering and administrative controls can 
act as methods of prevention or as methods of response and minimization. In both 
cases, the goal is to prevent a spill from moving off site and causing harm to the public. 

Staff reviewed and evaluated the applicant’s proposed use of hazardous materials as 
described by the applicant (SM 2009a, Section 5.6). Staff’s assessment followed the 
five steps listed below. 

• Step 1: Staff reviewed the chemicals and the amounts proposed for on-site use as 
listed in Table 5.6-3 of the AFC (SM 2009a) and determined the need and 
appropriateness of their use. 

• Step 2: Those chemicals proposed for use in small amounts or whose physical state 
is such that there is virtually no chance that a spill would migrate off site and impact 
the public were removed from further assessment. 
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• Step 3: Measures proposed by the applicant to prevent spills were reviewed and 
evaluated. These included engineering controls such as automatic shut-off valves 
and different-sized transfer-hose couplings and administrative controls such as 
worker training and safety management programs. 

• Step 4: Measures proposed by the applicant to respond to accidents were reviewed 
and evaluated. These measures also included engineering controls such as 
catchment basins and methods to keep vapors from spreading and administrative 
controls such as training emergency response crews. 

• Step 5: Staff analyzed the theoretical impacts on the public of a worst-case spill of 
hazardous materials, as reduced by the mitigation measures proposed by the 
applicant. When mitigation methods proposed by the applicant are sufficient, no 
further mitigation is recommended. If the proposed mitigation is not sufficient to 
reduce the potential for adverse impacts to an insignificant level (pursuant CEQA), 
staff will propose additional prevention and response controls until the potential for 
causing harm to the public is reduced to an insignificant level. It is only at this point 
that staff can recommend that the facility be allowed to use hazardous materials. 

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS 
The following federal, state, and local laws and policies apply to the protection of public 
health and hazardous materials management. Staff’s analysis examines the project’s 
compliance with these requirements. 

Hazardous Materials Management Table 1 
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards 

Applicable Law Description 
Federal  

The Superfund 
Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act 
of 1986 (42 USC 
§9601 et seq.) 

Contains the Emergency Planning and Community Right To Know Act 
(also known as SARA Title III). 

The Clean Air Act 
(CAA) of 1990 (42 
USC 7401 et seq. 
as amended) 

Established a nationwide emergency planning and response program and 
imposed reporting requirements for businesses that store, handle, or 
produce significant quantities of extremely hazardous materials. 

The CAA section on 
risk management 
plans (42 USC 
§112(r) 

Requires states to implement a comprehensive system informing local 
agencies and the public when a significant quantity of such materials is 
stored or handled at a facility. The requirements of both SARA Title III 
and the CAA are reflected in the California Health and Safety Code, 
section 25531, et seq. 

49 CFR 172.800 The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirement that suppliers 
of hazardous materials prepare and implement security plans.  

49 CFR Part 1572, 
Subparts A and B 

Requires suppliers of hazardous materials to ensure that all their 
hazardous materials drivers are in compliance with personnel background 
security checks. 
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Applicable Law Description 
The Clean Water 
Act (CWA) (40 CFR 
112) 

Aims to prevent the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into navigable 
waters or adjoining shorelines. Requires a written spill prevention, control, 
and countermeasures (SPCC) plan to be prepared for facilities that store 
oil that could leak into navigable waters.  

Federal Register (6 
CFR Part 27) 
interim final rule  

A regulation of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security that requires 
facilities that use or store certain hazardous materials to submit 
information to the department so that a vulnerability assessment can be 
conducted to determine what certain specified security measures shall be 
implemented.  

State  

Title 8, California 
Code of 
Regulations, 
section 5189 

Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective safety 
management plans that ensure that large quantities of hazardous 
materials are handled safely. While such requirements primarily provide 
for the protection of workers, they also indirectly improve public safety 
and are coordinated with the Risk Management Plan (RMP) process. 

California Health 
and Safety Code, 
section 41700 

Requires that “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever 
such quantities of air contaminants or other material which causes injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of 
persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, 
or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.” 

California Safe 
Drinking Water and 
Toxic Enforcement 
Act (Proposition 65) 

Prevents certain chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive toxicity 
from being discharged into sources of drinking water. 

Hazardous Material 
Business Plan, Cal 
HSC Sections 
25500 to 25541; 19 
CCR Sections 2720 
to 2734 

Requires the submittal of a chemical inventory and planning and reporting 
for management of hazardous materials. 

Hazardous 
Substance 
Information and 
Training Act, 8 CCR 
Section 339; 
Section 3200 et 
seq., 5139 et seq., 
and 5160 et seq. 

Requires listing and implementation of specified control measures for 
management of hazardous substances. 

California HSC 
Sections 25270 
through 25270.13 

Requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan if 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum is 
stored on-site. The above regulations would also require the immediate 
reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons or more to the California Office 
of Emergency Services and the Certified Unified Program Authority 
(CUPA). 
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Applicable Law Description 
Process Safety 
Management:  
Title 8 CCR Section 
5189  

Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective process 
safety management plans when toxic, reactive, flammable, or explosive 
chemicals are maintained on site in quantities that exceed regulatory 
thresholds. 

Local  
Kern County Fire 
Code, kern County 
Ordinances, Title 
17 chapter 
17.32.001 et seq. 

Adopts the 2006 International Fire Code and sets forth standards and 
permitting requirements regulating hazardous materials storage, use and 
handling; conditions hazardous to life or property in the occupancy and 
use of buildings and premises; and providing for the issuance of permits 
and collection of fees. 

The Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) with the responsibility to review 
Hazardous Materials Business Plans (HMBPs) is the Kern County Environmental Health 
Services Department (KCEHS). With regard to seismic safety issues, the site is located 
in Seismic Risk Zone 4. Construction and design of buildings and vessels storing 
hazardous materials will meet the requirements of the 2007 California Building Code for 
Seismic Zone 4 (SM 2009a, Section 5.6.3.3). 

C.4.4 PROPOSED PROJECT 

C.4.4.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
The solar power plant would be placed on 3,995 acres of land, with 1,944 disturbed 
acres of undeveloped public land administered by the BLM. The two proposed solar 
fields would consist of a northern field located north of Brown Road and a southern field 
located south of Brown Road, with acreages of 894 acres and 554 acres, respectively. 
Several factors associated with the area in which a project is to be located affect the 
potential for an accidental release of a hazardous material that could cause public 
health impacts. These include: 

• Local meteorology; 

• Terrain characteristics; and 

• Location of population centers and sensitive receptors relative to the project. 

Meteorological Conditions 
Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature, 
affect both the extent to which accidentally released hazardous materials would be 
dispersed into the air and the direction in which they would be transported. This affects 
the potential magnitude and extent of public exposure to such materials, as well as their 
associated health risks. When wind speeds are low and the atmosphere stable, 
dispersion is severely reduced but can lead to increased localized public exposure.  

Recorded wind speeds and ambient air temperatures are described in the Air Quality 
section of the Application for Certification (SM 2009a, section 5.2.2.2 and Figure 5.2-1). 
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Terrain Characteristics 
The location of elevated terrain is often an important factor in assessing potential 
exposure. An emission plume resulting from an accidental release may impact high 
elevations before impacting lower elevations. The project layout (which has been 
slightly revised since the original AFC) is described and depicted in Data Response 
ALT-49 and accompanying figures (SM 2010a). The topography of the site is essentially 
flat (about 2,630 feet to 2,770 feet above sea level). Undeveloped desert surrounds the 
project site from all directions, with some elevated terrain existing to the east, west, and 
south within 2-3 miles of the site (SM 2009a, Section 2.4.1). 

Location of Exposed Populations and Sensitive Receptors 
The general population includes many sensitive subgroups that may be at greater risk 
from exposure to emitted pollutants. These sensitive subgroups include the very young, 
the elderly, and those with existing illnesses. In addition, the location of the population in 
the area surrounding a project site may have a major bearing on health risk. Sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity are listed in Section 5.6.2.1 of the AFC. There are four 
sensitive receptors within a 3-mile radius of the project site, the nearest of which is the 
Mountain View Christian Academy located about 1.6 miles northeast of the project site. 
The nearest residence is approximately 2,000 feet west of the northwestern fenceline of 
the reconfigured solar field #1 (SM 2009a, Section 5.6.2.1 and SM 2010a).   

C.4.4.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION  

Small Quantity Hazardous Materials 
In conducting the analysis, staff determined in Steps 1 and 2 that some hazardous 
materials, although present at the proposed facility, pose a minimal potential for off-site 
impacts since they will be stored in a solid form or in smaller quantities, have low 
mobility, or have low levels of toxicity. These hazardous materials, which were 
eliminated from further consideration, are briefly discussed below. 

During the construction phase of the project, hazardous materials proposed for use 
include paint, solvents, gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, lubricants, and welding gases. 
No acutely toxic hazardous materials will be used on site during construction, and none 
of these materials pose significant potential for off-site impacts (pursuant CEQA) as a 
result of the quantities on site, their relative toxicity, their physical state, and/or their 
environmental mobility. Any impact of spills or other releases of these materials will be 
limited to the site because of the small quantities involved, their infrequent use (and 
therefore reduced chances of release), and/or the temporary containment berms used 
by contractors. Petroleum hydrocarbon-based motor fuels, mineral oil, lube oil, and 
diesel fuel are all very low volatility and represent limited off-site hazards even in larger 
quantities. 

During operations, hazardous chemicals such as cleaning agents, water treatment 
chemicals, welding gasses, various lube and insulating oils, activated carbon, and other 
various chemicals (see HAZARDOUS MATERIALS APPENDIX A for a list of chemicals 
proposed to be used and stored at RSPP) would be used and stored in relatively small 
amounts and represent limited off-site hazards because of their small quantities, low 
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volatility, and/or low toxicity. The project will be limited to using, storing, and transporting 
only those hazardous materials listed in Appendix A of this section as per staff’s 
proposed condition HAZ-1. 

After removing from consideration those chemicals that pose no risk of off-site impact in 
Steps 1 and 2, staff continued with Steps 3, 4, and 5 to review the remaining hazardous  
materials: propane and the Heat Transfer Fluid (Therminol VP-1TM). 

Large Quantity Hazardous Materials 

Propane 
Propane would be used at the proposed RSPP to fuel the auxiliary boilers and to 
prevent HTF from freezing. Up to 18,000 gallons of propane would be stored in a 
pressurized carbon steel tank equipped with a secondary containment structure. 
Propane is a flammable gas and poses a risk of fire and/or explosion. The applicant 
stated that due to the use of propane as a fuel, a Risk Management Plan (RMP) 
including an Off Site Consequence Analysis (OCA) is not required (SM 2009a, Section 
5.6.3.3). Staff agrees with this determination. 

Staff has reviewed the safety of storing and using large amounts of LPG at a power 
plant and has determined that the predominant risk is that of fire and explosion. 
Accordingly, these risks are discussed in the WORKER SAFETY/FIRE PROTECTION 
section of this SA/DEIS along with staff’s proposed mitigation. 

Therminol VP-1 
Therminol VP1 is the heat transfer fluid (HTF) that will be used in the solar panels to 
collect solar heat and transfer it into steam to run the steam turbines. Therminol is a 
mixture of 73.5% diphenyl ether and 26.5% biphenyl, and is a solid at temperatures 
below 54 °F. Therminol can therefore be expected to remain liquid if a spill occurs. 
While the risk of off-site migration is minimal, Therminol is highly flammable and fires 
have occurred at other solar generating stations that use it. Approximately 1.3 million 
gallons of HTF will be stored at the RSPP, contained in the pipes and expansion tanks. 
Isolation valves would be placed throughout the HTF piping system designed to 
automatically block off sections of the piping in which a loss of pressure is detected (SM 
2009a, Section 5.6.3.3).  

Staff has assessed the properties of Therminol, and reviewed the record of its use at 
Solar Electric Generating Stations 8 and 9 at Harper Lake, California. Past leaks, spills, 
and fires involving this HTF were examined and discussed. It appears that the 
placement of additional isolation valves in the HTF pipe loops throughout the solar array 
would add significantly to the safety and operational integrity of the entire system by 
allowing a loop to be closed if a leak develops in a ball joint, flex-hose, or pipe, instead 
of closing off the entire HTF system and shutting down the plant. In order to ensure that 
HTF leaks do not pose a significant risk, staff proposes Condition of Certification HAZ-4, 
which would require the project owner to install a sufficient number of isolation valves 
that can be either manually or remotely activated.  

The AFC indicates that the RSPP project would be bisected by Brown Road, a county 
maintained road, and that the north solar field will be disconnected by this road from the 
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power block and the control room that will be located on the south parcel. This will 
require pipes carrying heat transfer fluid (HTF), all command and control systems, and 
the fire water loop to cross Brown Road either above or beneath the road. Staff has 
requested in Data Requests #119 and #120 that the applicant provide certain 
information regarding their choice to run the HTF piping above or below Brown Road.  

The applicant’s data responses stated that that the HTF supply and return lines would 
be placed underground when crossing Brown Road. The lines would be installed in a 
protective structure underneath Brown Road and would have expansion loops 
aboveground on either side of Brown Road. The applicant does not expect to have to 
maintain the lines and therefore does not plan to make the portion beneath Brown Road 
accessible (SM 2010a, Data Responses 119 and 120). 

Mitigation 
Staff believes that this project’s use of hazardous materials poses no significant risk 
(pursuant CEQA) but only if mitigation measures are used. These mitigation measures 
are discussed in this section. The potential for accidents resulting in the release of 
hazardous materials is greatly reduced by the implementation of a Safety Management 
Program, which includes both engineering and administrative controls. Elements of 
facility controls and the safety management plan are summarized below. 

Engineering Controls 
Engineering controls help to prevent accidents and releases (spills) from moving off site 
and affecting communities by incorporating engineering safety design criteria in the 
design of the project. The engineered safety features proposed by the applicant for use 
at the RSPP project include: 

• Storage of small quantity hazardous materials in original, properly labeled 
containers; 

• Construction of secondary containment areas surrounding each of the bulk 
hazardous materials storage areas designed to contain accidental releases that 
might happen during storage or delivery plus the volume of rainfall associated with a 
25-year, 24-hour storm; 

• Physical separation of stored chemicals in isolated containment areas in order to 
prevent accidental mixing of incompatible materials, which could result in the 
evolution and release of toxic gases or fumes; 

• Installation of a fire protection system for hazardous materials storage areas; and 

• Installation of continuous tank level monitors, temperature and pressure monitors 
and alarms, and excess flow and emergency isolation valves at the propane storage 
tank; and  

• Continuous monitoring of HTF piping system by plant staff and by automatic 
pressure sensors designed to trigger isolation valves if a leak is detected. 
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Administrative Controls 
Administrative controls also help prevent accidents and releases (spills) from moving off 
site and affecting neighboring communities by establishing worker training programs, 
process safety management programs, and complying with all applicable health and 
safety laws, ordinances, and standards. 

A worker health and safety program will be prepared by the applicant and include (but 
not be limited to) the following elements (see the WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE 
PROTECTION section for specific regulatory requirements): 

• Worker training regarding chemical hazards, health and safety issues, and hazard 
communication;  

• Procedures to ensure the proper use of personal protective equipment;  

• Safety operating procedures for the operation and maintenance of systems utilizing 
hazardous materials; 

• Fire safety and prevention; and 

• Emergency response actions including facility evacuation, hazardous material spill 
clean-up, and fire prevention. 

At the facility, the project owner will be required to designate an individual with the 
responsibility and authority to ensure a safe and healthful work place. The project health 
and safety official will oversee the health and safety program and have the authority to 
halt any action or modify any work practice to protect the workers, facility, and the 
surrounding community in the event of a violation of the health and safety program. 

Staff’s proposed Condition of Certification HAZ-1 ensures that no hazardous material 
would be used at the facility except as listed in Tables 5.6-3 of the AFC (SM 2009a), 
which have been reviewed by staff to determined the need and appropriateness of their 
use. HAZ-1 also requires changes to the allowed list of hazardous materials and their 
maximum amounts to be approved by the Compliance Project Manager. Only those that 
are needed and appropriate would be allowed to be used. If staff feels that a safer 
alternative chemical can be used, staff would recommend or require its use, depending 
upon the impacts posed. 

Additional administrative controls are required by Conditions of Certification HAZ-2: 
preparation of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan, a Process Safety Management 
Plan, and a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan) and HAZ-3 
(development of a Safety Management Plan). 

On-Site Spill Response 
In order to address the issue of spill response, the facility will prepare and implement an 
emergency response plan that includes information on hazardous materials contingency 
and emergency response procedures, spill containment and prevention systems, 
personnel training, spill notification, on-site spill containment, and prevention equipment 
and capabilities, as well as other elements. Emergency procedures will be established 
which include evacuation, spill cleanup, hazard prevention, and emergency response. 
The presence of oil in a quantity greater than 1,320 gallons might invoke a requirement 
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to prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan. The quantity 
of oil contained in any one of the planned 230/500 kV transformers would be in excess 
of the minimum quantity that requires such a plan. However, there are no known Waters 
of the United States and thus staff’s position is that no SPCC Plan is required by 40 
CFR 112. However, El Paso Wash is considered a Water of the State and pursuant to 
California HSC Sections 25270 through 25270.13, the PSPP will be required to prepare 
a SPCC because it will store 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum on-site. The above 
regulations would also require the immediate reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons 
or more to the California Office of Emergency Services and the Certified Unified 
Program Authority (CUPA). 

Plant personnel would be trained as a hazardous materials response team which would 
be the first responder to hazardous materials incidents. In the event of a large incident 
involving hazardous materials, backup support would be provided by the Kern County 
Fire Department which has a hazmat response unit capable of handling any incident at 
the proposed RSPP and would respond within about two hours (KCFD 2009). 

Transportation of Hazardous Materials 
Various containerized and bulk hazardous materials would be transported to the facility 
via truck. While many types of hazardous materials will be transported to the site, staff 
believes that transport of propane poses the predominant risk associated with 
hazardous materials transport. It should be noted that previous modeling of spills 
involving much larger quantities of more toxic materials such as aqueous and 
anhydrous ammonia (two hazardous materials that would not be used, stored, or 
transported to the proposed RSPP) has demonstrated that minimal airborne 
concentrations would occur at short distances from the spill.  

The use of propane at the RSPP would require a total of two 5,000-gallon truck 
deliveries per week, which amounts to about 104 deliveries per year. Staff reviewed the 
applicant’s proposed transportation routes for hazardous materials delivery. Trucks 
would travel on U.S. Highway 395 to Brown Road to the project site via an access road 
(SM 2009a, Section 5.6.3.3). 

Propane transportation is highly regulated in the United States and staff believes it is 
appropriate to rely upon the extensive regulatory program that applies to the shipment 
of hazardous materials on California highways to ensure safe transportation of propane 
to the Ridgecrest site (see Federal Hazardous Materials Transportation Law 49 USC 
§5101 et seq, DOT regulations 49 CFR subpart H, §172–700, and California 
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) regulations on hazardous cargo). These 
regulations also address the issue of driver competence. DOT also requires that all 
shipping papers contain a 24-hour-a-day telephone number where emergency 
assistance and information can be obtained. This service must be able to provide 
information about any cargo that is classified by DOT as a hazardous material. The 
National Propane Gas Association (NPGA 2001) has reported that a 1981 U.S. 
Department of Energy examination of fatal accidents involving propane gas 
transportation and storage between 1971 and 1979 found that the risk of a fatality from 
an accident involving LPG transport or storage is 1 per 37,000,000 persons (which can 
be expressed in standard risk terms as a risk of 0.027 x 10-6). Since staff often uses a 
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risk of 100 fatalities in 10,000 trips as an acceptable level of risk, the actual risk as 
reported by the U.S. DOE is very much less than staff’s level of significance. 

Staff therefore believes that the risk of exposure to significant concentrations of propane 
during transportation to the facility is insignificant (pursuant CEQA)because of the 
remote possibility that an accidental release of a sufficient quantity could be dangerous 
to the public. The transportation of similar volumes of hazardous materials on the 
nation’s highways is neither unique nor infrequent. Based on the environmental mobility, 
toxicity, the quantities at the site, and frequency of delivery, it is staff’s opinion that 
propane poses the predominate risk associated with both use and hazardous materials 
transportation. Staff concludes that the risk associated with the transportation of other 
hazardous materials to the proposed project does not significantly increase the risk of 
propane transportation. 

Seismic Issues 
It is possible that an earthquake could cause the failure of hazardous materials storage 
tanks and/or solar field piping. An earthquake could also cause failure of the secondary 
containment system (berms and dikes), as well as the failure of electrically controlled 
valves and pumps. The failure of all of these preventive control measures might then 
result in leaks of chemicals that may cause fires or impact the environment. The 
applicant stated that the piping in the solar array will be constructed to be flexible and to 
allow movement (necessary to accommodate thermal expansion). The piping will be 
attached with ball joints and won’t be fixed to a rigid structure; therefore reducing the 
likelihood of failure during an earthquake (SM 2009a, Section 5.6.3.3).  

Information obtained after the January 1994 Northridge earthquake showed that some 
damage was caused both to several large storage tanks and to smaller tanks 
associated with the water treatment system of a cogeneration facility. The tanks with the 
greatest damage, including seam leakage, were older tanks, while the newer tanks 
sustained displacements and failures of attached lines. Staff reviewed the impacts of 
the February 2001 Nisqually earthquake near Olympia, Washington, a state with similar 
seismic design codes as California. No hazardous materials storage tanks failed as a 
result of that earthquake. Staff also conducted an analysis of the codes and standards 
which should be followed when designing and building storage tanks and containment 
areas to withstand a large earthquake. Referring to the sections on GEOLOGY, 
PALEONTOLOGY and MINERAL RESOURCES and FACILITY SAFETY DESIGN in 
the AFC, staff notes that the proposed facility will be designed and constructed to the 
appropriate standards of the 2007 California Building Code for Seismic Risk Zone 4. 
Therefore, on the basis of what occurred in Northridge with older tanks and the lack of 
failures during the Nisqually earthquake (with newer tanks), staff determined that tank 
failures during seismic events are not probable and do not represent a significant risk to 
the public (pursuant CEQA). 

Site Security 
RSPP proposes to use hazardous materials in sufficient quantities that special site 
security measures should be developed and implemented to prevent unauthorized 
access. US EPA published a Chemical Accident Prevention Alert regarding site security 
(EPA 2000a), the U.S. Department of Justice published a special report on Chemical 

March 2010 C.4-11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 



Facility Vulnerability Assessment Methodology (US DOJ 2002), the North American 
Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) published Security Guidelines for the Electricity 
Sector in 2002 (NERC 2002), and the U.S. Department of Energy published a draft 
Vulnerability Assessment Methodology for Electric Power Infrastructure in 2002 (DOE 
2002). The energy generation sector is one of 14 areas of critical Infrastructure listed by 
the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. On April 9, 2007, the U.S Department of 
Homeland Security published, in the Federal Register (6 CFR Part 27), an Interim Final 
Rule requiring facilities that use or store certain hazardous materials to conduct 
vulnerability assessments and implement certain specified security measures. This rule 
was implemented with the publication of Appendix A, the list of chemicals, on November 
2, 2007 and propane is listed as a Chemical of Interest with a threshold level of 60,000 
lbs. The RSPP will store a maximum of 38,000 lbs of propane/LPG and therefore the 
CFATS regulation will not apply and the project owner will not need to submit a “Top 
Screen” assessment to the DHS. However, staff believes that all power plants under the 
jurisdiction of the Energy Commission should implement a minimum level of security 
consistent with the guidelines listed here. 

Staff believes that all power plants under the jurisdiction of the Energy Commission 
should implement a minimum level of security consistent with the guidelines listed here. 

In order to ensure that this facility (or a shipment of hazardous material) is not the target 
of unauthorized access, staff’s proposed conditions of certification HAZ-5 and HAZ-6 
address both construction security and operations security plans. These plans would 
require the implementation of site security measures that are consistent with both the 
above-referenced documents and Energy Commission guidelines. 

The goal of these conditions of certification is to provide the minimum level of security 
for power plants needed to protect California’s electrical infrastructure from malicious 
mischief, vandalism, or domestic/foreign terrorist attacks. The level of security needed 
for this power plant is dependent upon the threat imposed, the likelihood of an 
adversarial attack, the likelihood of success in causing a catastrophic event, and the 
severity of consequences of that event.  

In order to determine the level of security, the Energy Commission staff used an internal 
vulnerability assessment decision matrix modeled after the U.S. Department of Justice 
Chemical Vulnerability Assessment Methodology (July 2002), the NERC 2002 
guidelines, the U.S. Department of Energy VAM-CF model, and U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security regulations published in the Federal Register (Interim Final Rule 6 
CFR Part 27). Staff determined that the RSPP would fall into the “low vulnerability” 
category, so staff proposes that certain security measures be implemented but does not 
propose that the project owner conduct its own vulnerability assessment. 

These security measures include perimeter fencing and breach detectors, possibly 
guards, alarms, site access procedures for employees and vendors, site personnel 
background checks, and law enforcement contact in the event of a security breach. Site 
access for vendors would be strictly controlled. Consistent with current state and federal 
regulations governing the transport of hazardous materials, hazardous materials 
vendors would have to maintain their transport vehicle fleets and employ only drivers 
who are properly licensed and trained. The project owner would be required, through its 
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contractual language with vendors, to ensure that vendors supplying hazardous 
materials strictly adhere to the U.S. DOT requirements that hazardous materials 
vendors prepare and implement security plans per 49 CFR 172.800 and ensure that all 
hazardous materials drivers are in compliance with personnel background security 
checks per 49 CFR Part 1572, Subparts A and B. The compliance project manager 
(CPM) may authorize modifications to these measures, or may require additional 
measures in response to additional guidance provided by the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security, the U.S. Department of Energy, or NERC, after consultation with 
appropriate law enforcement agencies and the applicant. 

Closure and Decommissioning Impacts and Mitigation 
Closure of the proposed RSPP (temporary or permanent) would follow a facility closure 
plan prepared by the applicant and designed to minimize public health and 
environmental impacts. Decommissioning procedures would be consistent with all 
applicable LORS and would include monitoring of hazardous materials storage vessels, 
safe cessation of processes which use hazardous materials, disposal of hazardous 
materials and hazardous wastes, and documentation of practices and inventory (SM 
2009a, Section 5.6.3.4). Staff expects that impacts from the closure and 
decommissioning process would represent a fraction of the impacts associated with the 
construction or operation of the proposed RSPP. Therefore based on staff’s analysis for 
the construction and operation phases of this project, staff concludes that hazardous 
materials-related impacts from closure and decommissioning of the RSPP would be 
insignificant (pursuant CEQA). 

C.4.4.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
Staff’s analysis of impacts associated with the storage, use, and handling of hazardous 
materials at the proposed RSPP has determined that impacts would be below the level 
of significance. 

C.4.5 NORTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

The Northern Unit Alternative would be a 146 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by Solar Millennium. This alternative is 
analyzed because (1) it eliminates about 42 percent of the proposed project area so all 
impacts are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources 
(desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel), cultural resources, and recreational uses, 
and (2) avoids constructing a solar facility in the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation 
Area (MGSCA). 

Similar to the proposed project, the Northern Unit Alternative would transmit power to 
the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation to be located near the proposed 
project site. The power block covering approximately 18 acres, would remain north of 
Brown Road, as proposed by the project and would include all operational power 
facilities, structures, transmission lines and related electrical system; potable and 
treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, diesel-
powered emergency generator, and firewater system). The proposed transmission line 
alignment is 3,900 ft and would connect to the proposed switchyard (3.2 acres) adjacent 
to the existing SCE 230kV transmission line, west of the proposed project. In addition, 
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the site would require access roads, a parking lot, bio-remediation unit and main office 
building (3 acres) all of which are proposed north of Brown Road within the proposed 
project footprint. The proposed 16.3 acre water line would remain at the location as 
proposed by the project. The Northern Unit Alternative would not require the relocation 
of the two existing SCE transmission lines. 

As stated above, the Northern Unit Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it would reduce some impacts of the project. Additionally, the Northern Unit 
Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet 
the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment. A limited 
acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.  

C.4.5.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Northern Unit Alternative would consist of 167 solar collector array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 146 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 1134 acres of land. This alternative would retain 58 percent of the 
proposed solar array loops and would affect 58 percent of the land of the proposed 250 
MW project. The boundaries of the Northern Unit Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 1. 

C.4.5.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials use during construction and 
operation of the Northern Unit Alternative would likely be slightly reduced compared to 
those estimated for the RSPP as proposed due to the somewhat smaller quantities of 
hazardous materials required. However, the differences in the measures to control the 
use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials would be so minor as to not be 
quantifiable and staff’s analysis has determined that no significant impacts (pursuant 
CEQA) are expected from the storage and use of hazardous materials at the RSPP as 
proposed. 

C.4.5.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA level of significance for Hazardous Materials Management would not change 
with the Northern Unit Alternative, as both the project as proposed and the Northern 
Unit Alternative would have impacts below the level of significance. The same 
conditions of certification would be required for the Northern Unit Alternative and the 
project as proposed. 

C.4.6 SOUTHERN UNIT ALTERNATIVE 

The Southern Unit Alternative would be a 104 MW solar facility located within the 
boundaries of the proposed project as defined by Solar Millennium. This alternative is 
analyzed because it eliminates about 58 percent of the proposed project area so all 
impacts are reduced, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources, 
and cultural resources  

Similar to the proposed project, the Southern Unit Alternative would transmit power to 
the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation to be located near the proposed 
project site. The power block, spanning approximately 18 acres, would remain north of 
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Brown Road, as proposed by the project and would include all operational power 
facilities, structures, transmission lines and related electrical system; potable and 
treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, diesel-
powered emergency generator, and firewater system). The proposed transmission line 
alignment is 3,900 ft and would connect to the proposed switchyard (3.2 acres) adjacent 
to the existing SCE 230kV transmission line, west of the proposed project. In addition, 
the site would require access roads, a parking lot, bio-remediation unit and main office 
building (3 acres) all of which are proposed north of Brown Road. The proposed 16.3 
acre water line would remain at the location as proposed by the project. Similar to the 
proposed project, the Southern Unit Alternative would require the relocation of the two 
existing SCE transmission lines; this realignment would require approximately 58.2 
acres. 

As stated above, the Southern Unit Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it would reduce some impacts of the project. Additionally, the Southern Unit 
Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to help meet 
the State’s energy goals, while minimizing impacts to the desert environment. A limited 
acreage alternative was suggested in scoping comments.  

C.4.6.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Southern Unit Alternative would consist of 119 solar array loops with a net 
generating capacity of approximately 104 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 908 acres of land. This alternative would retain 42 percent of the 
proposed solar array loops and would affect 42 percent of the land of the proposed 250 
MW project. The boundaries of the Southern Unit Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 2. This area was would avoid a large portion of the El Paso Wash and sensitive 
biological resources, including areas that were mapped as occupied tortoise and 
Mohave ground squirrel habitat (live tortoise and/or active burrows and sign). 

C.4.6.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials use during construction and 
operation of the Southern Unit Alternative would likely be slightly reduced compared to 
those estimated for the RSPP as proposed due to the somewhat smaller quantities of 
hazardous materials required. However, the differences in the measures to control the 
use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials would be so minor as to not be 
quantifiable and staff’s analysis has determined that no significant impacts (pursuant 
CEQA) are expected from the storage and use of hazardous materials at the RSPP as 
proposed.  

C.4.6.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA level of significance for Hazardous Materials Management would not change 
with the Southern Unit Alternative, as both the project as proposed and the Southern 
Unit Alternative would have impacts below the level of significance. The same 
conditions of certification would be required for the Southern Unit Alternative and the 
project as proposed. 
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C.4.7 ORIGINAL PROPOSED PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The Original Proposed Project Alternative would be a 250 MW solar facility as originally 
proposed by Solar Millennium. This alternative is analyzed because it would reduce the 
amount of land developed within the Mojave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area and it 
could transmit the full 250 MW of power that Solar Millennium has requested.  

Similar to the proposed project, the Original Proposed Project Alternative would transmit 
power to the grid through the planned SCE 230-kV substation located near the 
proposed project site and would require infrastructure including main office building (3 
acres), power block, water line, transmission line, switch yard, access roads, parking 
area, bio-remediation unit and maintenance building. The 18-miles off-site water line 
route would follow the same route as the proposed project. The bioremediation unit 
would be located north of Brown Road, within the proposed project footprint; the power 
block and ancillary facilities would be located south of Brown Road on approximately 18 
acres in addition to the transmission line and switch-yard (5.5 acres). The Original 
Proposed Project Alternative would require the relocation of the two existing SCE 
transmission lines.  

As stated above, the Original Proposed Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DPA/DEIS 
because it reduces land developed with the MGSCA. Additionally, the Original 
Proposed Alternative would allow the applicant to contribute clean, renewable energy to 
help meet the State’s energy goals. 

C.4.7.1 SETTING AND EXISTING CONDITIONS  
The Original Proposed Project Alternative would consist of 278 solar array loops with a 
net generating capacity of approximately 250 MW. The total disturbance area would be 
approximately 1,794 acres of land A shorter transmission interconnection – 1,250 feet 
as compared to the proposed project interconnection of 3,900 feet – would be needed. 
The boundaries of the Original Proposed Project Alternative are shown in Alternatives 
Figure 3. This project footprint contains two desert ephemeral washes that would 
require redirection and smaller dry desert washes also traverse the site. In addition this 
site is the location of prime desert tortoise and Mojave ground squirrel habitat. 

C.4.7.2 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 
Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials use during construction and 
operation of the Original Proposed Project Alternative would likely be similar to those 
estimated for the RSPP as proposed. However, any differences in the measures to 
control the use, storage, and transportation of hazardous materials would be so minor 
as to not be quantifiable and staff’s analysis has determined that no significant impacts 
(pursuant CEQA) are expected from the storage and use of hazardous materials at the 
RSPP as proposed.  

C.4.7.3 CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The CEQA level of significance for Hazardous Materials Management would not change 
with the Original Proposed Project Alternative, as both the project as proposed and the 
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Original Proposed Project Alternative would have impacts below the level of 
significance. The same conditions of certification would be required for the Original 
Proposed Project Alternative and the project as proposed. 

C.4.8 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES 

C.4.8.1 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #1:  

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project application and on 
CDCA land use plan amendment 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and BLM would not amend the CDCA 
Plan. As a result, no solar energy project would be constructed on the project site and 
BLM would continue to manage the site consistent with the existing land use 
designation in the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980, as amended. 

Because there would be no amendment to the CDCA Plan and no solar project 
approved for the site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to 
remain in its existing condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or 
operated on the site. As a result, no hazardous materials would be used and no impacts 
related to the use of hazardous material would occur. However, the land on which the 
project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent with 
BLM’s land use plan, including another solar project requiring a land use plan 
amendment. In addition, in the absence of this project, other renewable energy projects 
may be constructed to meet State and Federal mandates, and those projects would 
have similar impacts in other locations 

C.4.8.2 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #2 

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project and amend the CDCA 
land use plan to make the area available for future solar development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and BLM would amend the CDCA Land 
Use Plan of 1980, as amended, to allow for other solar projects on the site. As a result, 
it is possible that another solar energy project could be constructed on the project site. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended, it is possible that the site would be 
developed with a different solar technology. As a result, construction and operation of 
the solar technology would likely result in use of hazardous materials. Different solar 
technologies require the use of different hazardous materials; however, it is expected 
that all solar technologies would require the use of hazardous materials. As such, this 
No Project/No Action Alternative could result impacts to hazardous material handling 
similar to under the proposed project.  
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C.4.8.3 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE #3 

No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project application and amend 
the CDCA land use plan to make the area unavailable for future solar 
development 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM and the BLM would amend the CDCA 
Plan to make the proposed site unavailable for future solar development. As a result, no 
solar energy project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue 
to manage the site consistent with the existing land use designation in the CDCA Land 
Use Plan of 1980, as amended. 

Because the CDCA Plan would be amended to make the area unavailable for future 
solar development, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing 
condition, with no new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site and no 
use of hazardous materials. As a result, this No Project/No Action Alternative would not 
result in impacts from the use of hazardous materials. However, in the absence of this 
project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet State and Federal 
mandates, and those projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

C.4.9 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PROJECT 

Hazardous Materials Management Table 2 
Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives 

 
Proposed 

Project  
(250 MW) 

Northern 
Unit 

(146 MW) 

Southern 
Unit 

(104 MW) 

Original 
Proposed 

Project  
(250 MW) 

No 
Project/No 

Action* 
Risk of 
potential 
hazardous 
materials 
spill/release 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 
(differences in 
the measures 
to control the 
use, storage, 
and 
transportation 
of hazardous 
materials 
would be so 
minor as to not 
be 
quantifiable) 

Less than 
significant 
(differences in 
the measures 
to control the 
use, storage, 
and 
transportation 
of hazardous 
materials 
would be so 
minor as to not 
be 
quantifiable)

Less than 
significant 
(differences in 
the measures 
to control the 
use, storage, 
and 
transportation 
of hazardous 
materials 
would be so 
minor as to not 
be 
quantifiable) 

Less than 
significant 

*All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site 

C.4.10 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A project may result in a significant adverse cumulative impact (pursuant CEQA) where 
its effects are cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection 
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with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects (California Code Regulation, Title 14, section 15130). NEPA 
states that cumulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR §1508.7). 

C.4.10.1 GEOGRAPHIC EXTENT  
The geographic area considered for cumulative impacts on Hazardous Materials 
Management is only within the project boundaries. 

C.4.10.2 EXISTING CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 
For this analysis, there are no projects or developments in the area or region that use, 
store, and/or transport hazardous materials that staff has found to have an impact on 
the region. The use of hazardous materials is neither frequent nor concentrated in this 
area.  

Staff analyzed the potential for hazardous materials cumulative impacts at many other power 
plant projects. A significant cumulative hazardous materials impact (pursuant CEQA) is defined 
as the simultaneous uncontrolled release of hazardous materials from multiple locations in a 
form (gas or liquid) that could cause a significant impact where the release of one hazardous 
material alone would not cause a significant impact. Existing locations that use or store 
gaseous or liquid hazardous materials, or locations where such facilities might likely be built, 
were both considered. Staff believes that while cumulative impacts are theoretically possible, 
they are not probable because of the many safeguards implemented to both prevent and 
control an uncontrolled release. The chances of one uncontrolled release occurring are 
remote. The chance of two or more occurring simultaneously, with resulting airborne plumes 
mingling to create a significant impact, are even more remote. Staff believes the risk to the 
public is insignificant (pursuant CEQA). 

The applicant will develop and implement a hazardous materials handling program for 
the RSPP independent of any other projects considered for potential cumulative 
impacts. Staff believes that the facility, as proposed by the applicant and with the 
additional mitigation measures proposed by staff, poses a minimal risk of accidental 
release that could result in off-site impacts. It is unlikely that an accidental release that 
has very low probability of occurrence would independently occur at this site and 
another facility at the same time. Therefore, staff concludes that the facility would not 
contribute to a significant hazardous materials-related cumulative impact pursuant 
CEQA). 

C.4.10.3 FUTURE FORESEEABLE PROJECTS 

Foreseeable Projects in the Project Area  
Hazardous Materials Management at the proposed project are also not expected to be 
affected by any reasonably foreseeable future projects, including the proposed solar 
project and three wind projects. The reasons for staff’s position are described above. 

The construction of the RSPP is not expected to result in short term adverse impacts 
related to hazardous materials use. It is expected that some of the cumulative projects 
described above which are not yet built may be under construction the same time as the 
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RSPP, however, short term impacts related to Hazardous Materials Management during 
construction of those cumulative projects are not expected to occur. 

The operation of the RSPP is not expected to result in long term adverse impacts 
related to Hazardous Materials Management even though it is expected that some of 
the cumulative projects described above may be operational at the same time as the 
RSPP. 

Foreseeable Renewable Projects in the California Desert 
As noted above, cumulative impacts in the area of Hazardous Materials Management 
can only occur in the immediate vicinity of the project and therefore impacts to the 
greater region are not plausible.  

C.4.10.4 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 
The potential for off-site impacts resulting from the use, storage, and transportation of 
hazardous materials at the RSPP is insignificant (pursuant CEQA) due to the nature of 
the materials used and the engineering and administrative controls that would be 
implemented to prevent and control accidental releases of hazardous materials. 
Because of this determination, and the additional fact that there are no existing or future 
foreseeable facilities in the immediate proximity (less than one mile) using large 
amounts of hazardous chemicals, there is little (if any) possibility that vapor plumes 
would mingle (combine) to produce an airborne concentration that would present a 
significant risk should an accidental release occur. 

C.4.11 COMPLIANCE WITH LORS 

Staff concludes that construction and operation of the RSPP project would be in 
compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) 
regarding long-term and short-term project impacts in the area of hazardous materials 
management. 

C.4.12 NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS 

The construction and operation of a solar power plant such as the proposed RSPP 
requires in general smaller quantities of hazardous materials and materials that are less 
dangerous to the public than a natural-gas fired power plant. Building solar power plants 
to supply the required energy in California therefore benefits the public by reducing the 
risks otherwise associated with the use and transport of large quantities of more 
hazardous materials such as aqueous or anhydrous ammonia. 

C.4.13 PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION/MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

HAZ-1 The project owner shall not use any hazardous materials not listed in 
Appendix A, below, or in greater quantities or strengths than those identified 
by chemical name in Appendix A, below, unless approved in advance by the 
Compliance Project Manager (CPM). 
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Verification: The project owner shall provide to the CPM, in the Annual Compliance 
Report, a list of hazardous materials contained at the facility. 

HAZ-2 The project owner shall concurrently provide a Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan (HMBP), a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC), 
and a Process Safety Management Plan (PSMP) to the Kern County 
Environmental Health Services Department (KCEHS) and the CPM for 
review. After receiving comments from the KCEHS and the CPM, the project 
owner shall reflect all recommendations in the final documents. Copies of the 
final HMBP, SPCC Plan, and PSMP shall then be provided to the KCEHS for 
information and to the CPM for approval. 

Verification: At least 60 days prior to receiving any hazardous material on the site for 
commissioning or operations, the project owner shall provide a copy of a final 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan, Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures 
Plan, and the Process Safety Management Plan to the CPM for approval.  

HAZ-3 The project owner shall develop and implement a Safety Management Plan 
for the delivery and handling of liquid and gaseous hazardous materials. The 
plan shall include procedures, protective equipment requirements, training 
and a checklist. It shall also include a section describing all measures to be 
implemented to prevent mixing of incompatible hazardous materials. This 
plan shall be applicable during construction, commissioning, and operation of 
the power plant. 

Verification: At least sixty (60) days prior to the delivery of any liquid or gaseous 
hazardous material to the facility, the project owner shall provide a Safety Management 
Plan as described above to the CPM for review and approval. 

HAZ-4 The project owner shall place an adequate number of isolation valves in the 
Heat transfer Fluid (HTF) pipe loops so as to be able to isolate a solar panel 
loop in the event of a leak of fluid. These valves shall be actuated manually 
and remotely. The engineering design drawings showing the number, 
location, and type of isolation valves shall be provided to the CPM for review 
and approval prior to the commencement of the solar array construction. 

Verification: At least sixty (60) days prior to the commencement of solar array 
construction, the project owner shall provide the design drawings as described above to 
the CPM for review and approval. 

HAZ-5 Prior to commencing construction, a site-specific Construction Site Security 
Plan for the construction phase shall be prepared and made available to the 
CPM for review and approval. The Construction Security Plan shall include 
the following: 
1. Perimeter security consisting of fencing enclosing the construction area; 

2. Security guards;  

3. Site access control consisting of a check-in procedure or tag system for 
construction personnel and visitors; 
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4. Written standard procedures for employees, contractors and vendors 
when encountering suspicious objects or packages on site or off site; 

5. Protocol for contacting law enforcement and the CPM in the event of 
suspicious activity or emergency; and 

6. Evacuation procedures. 
Verification: At least thirty (30) days prior to commencing construction, the project 
owner shall notify the CPM that a site-specific Construction Security Plan is available for 
review and approval. 

HAZ-6 The project owner shall also prepare a site-specific security plan for the 
commissioning and operational phases that will be available to the CPM for 
review and approval. The project owner shall implement site security 
measures that address physical site security and hazardous materials 
storage. The level of security to be implemented shall not be less than that 
described below (as per NERC 2002). 

The Operation Security Plan shall include the following: 
1. Permanent full perimeter fence or wall, at least eight feet high and topped 

with barbed wire or the equivalent (and with slats or other methods to 
restrict visibility if a fence is selected; 

2. Main entrance security gate, either hand operated or motorized; 

3. Evacuation procedures; 

4. Protocol for contacting law enforcement and the CPM in the event of 
suspicious activity or emergency;  

5. Written standard procedures for employees, contractors, and vendors 
when encountering suspicious objects or packages on site or off site; 
A. A statement (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT A), signed by the project 

owner certifying that background investigations have been conducted 
on all project personnel. Background investigations shall be restricted 
to determine the accuracy of employee identity and employment 
history and shall be conducted in accordance with state and federal 
laws regarding security and privacy; 

B. A statement(s) (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT B), signed by the 
contractor or authorized representative(s) for any permanent 
contractors or other technical contractors (as determined by the CPM 
after consultation with the project owner), that are present at any time 
on the site to repair, maintain, investigate, or conduct any other 
technical duties involving critical components (as determined by the 
CPM after consultation with the project owner) certifying that 
background investigations have been conducted on contractors who 
visit the project site;  
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6. Site access controls for employees, contractors, vendors, and visitors; 

7. A statement(s) (refer to sample, ATTACHMENT C), signed by the owners 
or authorized representative of hazardous materials transport vendors, 
certifying that they have prepared and implemented security plans in 
compliance with 49 CFR 172.802, and that they have conducted 
employee background investigations in accordance with 49 CFR Part 
1572, subparts A and B;  

8. Closed circuit TV (CCTV) monitoring system, recordable, and viewable in 
the power plant control room and security station (if separate from the 
control room) with cameras able to pan, tilt, and zoom, have low-light 
capability, and are able to view the outside entrance to the control room, 
the propane/LPG tank, and the front gate; and 

9. Additional measures to ensure adequate perimeter security consisting of 
either: 
A. Security guard(s) present 24 hours per day, 7 days per week; or  

B. Power plant personnel on site 24 hours per day, 7 days per week,  
and  
the CCTV able to view 100% of the entire solar array fenceline 
perimeter  
or breach detectors or on-site motion detectors along the entire solar 
array fenceline. 

The project owner shall fully implement the security plans and obtain CPM 
approval of any substantive modifications to those security plans. The CPM 
may authorize modifications to these measures, or may require additional 
measures such as protective barriers for critical power plant components— 
transformers, gas lines, and compressors—depending upon circumstances 
unique to the facility or in response to industry-related standards, security 
concerns, or additional guidance provided by the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security, the U.S. Department of Energy, or the North American 
Electrical Reliability Council, after consultation with both appropriate law 
enforcement agencies and the applicant. 

Verification: At least thirty (30) days prior to the initial receipt of hazardous materials 
on site, the project owner shall notify the CPM that a site-specific operations site 
security plan is available for review and approval. In the annual compliance report, the 
project owner shall include a statement that all current project employee and 
appropriate contractor background investigations have been performed, and that 
updated certification statements have been appended to the operations security plan. In 
the annual compliance report, the project owner shall include a statement that the 
operations security plan includes all current hazardous materials transport vendor 
certifications for security plans and employee background investigations. 
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C.4.14 CONCLUSIONS 

Staff’s evaluation of the proposed project (with proposed mitigation measures) indicates 
that hazardous material use, storage, and transportation would not pose a significant 
impact on the public (pursuant CEQA). Staff’s analysis also shows that there would be 
no significant cumulative impact (pursuant CEQA). With adoption of the proposed 
conditions of certification, the proposed project would comply with all applicable LORS. 
Other proposed conditions of certification address the issues of site security matters. 

Staff recommends that the Energy Commission impose the proposed conditions of 
certification to ensure that the project is designed, constructed, and operated in 
compliance with applicable LORS, and would protect the public from significant risk of 
exposure to an accidental release of hazardous materials. If all mitigation proposed by 
the applicant and by staff are implemented, the use, storage, and transportation of 
hazardous materials would not present a significant risk to the public (pursuant CEQA). 

Staff concludes that there is insignificant potential for hazardous materials release to 
have an impact beyond the facility boundary, and therefore concludes there is also 
insignificant potential for significant impacts to the environment (pursuant CEQA). For 
any other potential impacts upon the environment, including vegetation, wildlife, air, 
soils, and water resulting from hazardous materials usage and disposal at the proposed 
facility, the reader is referred to the BIOLOGY, the AIR QUALITY, the SOIL AND 
WATER, and the WASTE MANAGEMENT sections of this SA/DPA/DEIS.  

Staff proposes six conditions of certification which are mentioned in the text above. 
HAZ-1 ensures that no hazardous material would be used at the facility except as listed 
in APPENDIX A of this section, unless there is prior approval by the Energy 
Commission Compliance Project Manager. HAZ-2 ensures that local emergency 
response services are notified of the amounts and locations of hazardous materials at 
the facility and that proper precautions are taken to avoid spills, HAZ-3 requires the 
development of a Safety Management Plan that addresses the delivery of all liquid 
hazardous materials during the construction, commissioning, and operation of the 
project would further reduce the risk of any accidental release not specifically addressed 
by the proposed spill prevention mitigation measures, and further prevent the mixing of 
incompatible materials that could result in the generation of toxic vapors. HAZ-4 
addresses the use of HTF in the solar array. Site security during both the construction 
and operation phases is addressed in HAZ-5 and HAZ-6. 
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment A) 
 

Affidavit of Compliance for Project Owners 
 

 
I, 
______________________________________________________________________
____  

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title) 
 
do hereby certify that background investigations to ascertain the accuracy of the identity 
and employment history of all employees of  

 
______________________________________________________________________

____ 
(Company name) 

 
 
for employment at 
 
______________________________________________________________________
____ 

(Project name and location) 
 
 
have been conducted as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the 
above-named project. 

  
___________________________________________________ 

(Signature of officer or agent) 
 
 
Dated this ___________________ day of ___________________, 20 _______. 
 
THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT 
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE 
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE 
PROJECT MANAGER. 
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment B) 
 

Affidavit of Compliance for Contractors 
 

 
I, 
______________________________________________________________________
____ 

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title) 
 
do hereby certify that background investigations to ascertain the accuracy of the identity 
and employment history of all employees of  

 
______________________________________________________________________

____ 
(Company name) 

 
 
for contract work at 
 
______________________________________________________________________
____  

(Project name and location) 
 
 
have been conducted as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the 
above-named project. 

  
___________________________________________________ 

(Signature of officer or agent) 
 
 
Dated this ___________________ day of ___________________, 20 _______. 
 
THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT 
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE 
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE 
PROJECT MANAGER. 
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SAMPLE CERTIFICATION (Attachment C) 
 

Affidavit of Compliance for Hazardous Materials Transport Vendors 
 

 
I, 
______________________________________________________________________
____  

(Name of person signing affidavit)(Title) 
 
do hereby certify that the below-named company has prepared and implemented 
security plans in conformity with 49 CFR 172.802 and has conducted employee 
background investigations in conformity with 49 CFR 172, subparts A and B,  

 
______________________________________________________________________

____ 
(Company name) 

 
 
for hazardous materials delivery to 
 
______________________________________________________________________
____  

(Project name and location) 
 
 
as required by the California Energy Commission Decision for the above-named project. 

  
___________________________________________________ 

(Signature of officer or agent) 
 
 
Dated this ___________________ day of ___________________, 20 _______. 
 
THIS AFFIDAVIT OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE APPENDED TO THE PROJECT 
SECURITY PLAN AND SHALL BE RETAINED AT ALL TIMES AT THE PROJECT SITE 
FOR REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION COMPLIANCE 
PROJECT MANAGER. 
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Hazardous Materials Appendix A 
Hazardous Materials Proposed for Use at the RSPP 

Material CAS No. Application Hazardous Characteristics Maximum Quantity On Site 
CERCLA 
SARA RQa 

Acetylene 74-86-2 Welding gas Health: moderate toxicity 
Physical: combustible, 
flammable 

800 cubic feet 10,000 pounds 

Activated Carbon 7440-44-0 Control of 
emissions from 
HTF expansion 
tank 

Health: non-toxic (when 
unsaturated), low to moderate 
toxicity (when saturated), 
depending on the absorbed 
material 
Physical: combustible solid 

4,000 pounds N/A 

Argon 7440-37-1 Welding gas Health: low toxicity 
Physical: non-flammable gas 

800 cubic feet N/A 

Calcium Hypochlorite 
(100%) 

7778-54-3 Water treatment Health: moderate toxicity 
Physical: corrosive, irritant 

50 pounds 10 pounds 

Carbon Dioxide 124-38-9 Welding gas Health: low toxicity 
Physical: nonflammable gas 

15 tons N/A 

Diesel Fuel 68476-34-6 Fuel Health: low toxicity 
Physical: Class IIIB 
Combustible Liquid 

300 gallons N/A 

Herbicide 
Roundup® or equivalent 

38641-94-0 Herbicide Health: low toxicity 
Physical: irritant 

No onsite storage, brought on 
site by licensed contractor, used 
immediately 

N/A 

Hydraulic Fluid 64741-89-5  Health: low to moderate toxicity 
Physical: Class IIIB 
Combustible Liquid 

500 gallons in equipment; 
maintenance inventory of 110 
gallons in 55-gallon steel drums 

N/A 

Lube Oil 64742-65-0  Health: low toxicity 
Physical: N/A 

10,000 gallons in equipment and 
piping; additional maintenance 
inventory of up to 550 gallons in 
55-gallons steel drums 

N/A 
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Material CAS No. Application Hazardous Characteristics Maximum Quantity On Site 
CERCLA 
SARA RQa 

Mineral Insulating Oil 8042-47-5  Health: low toxicity 
Physical: N/A 

32,000 gallons N/A 

Nitrogen 7727-37-9  Health: low toxicity 
Physical: non-flammable gas 

7,500 pounds N/A 

Oxygen 
 

7782-44-7 Welding gas Health: low toxicity 
Physical: oxidizer  

800 cubic feet N/A 

Oxygen Scavenger 
Reagent 
Acetic Acid (60%) 
Iodine (20%) 
De-ionized Water (20%) 

 
64-19-7 
7553-56-2 
7732-18-5 

 Health: moderate toxicity 
Physical: corrosive, irritant 

50 pounds 5,000 pounds 

Propane 74-98-6 Fuel for auxiliary 
boilers 

Health: low toxicity 
Physical: flammable gas 

18,000 gallons 10,000 pounds 

Soil Stabilizer 
Active Ingredient: acrylic or 
vinyl acetate polymer or 
equivalent 

N/A  Health: non-toxic 
Physical: N/A 

No onsite storage, supplied in 
55-gallon drums or 400-gallon 
totes, used immediately 

N/A 

Sulfuric Acid (29.5%) 7664-93-9 Contained in 
batteries 

Health: toxicity 
Physical: corrosive, water 
reactive 

2,000 gallons 1,000 pounds 

Therminol VP-1™ Biphenyl 
(26.5%) 
Diphenyl Ether (73.5%) 

92-52-4 
101-84-8 

Heat transfer from 
solar array to 
steam turbine 
generator 

Health: moderate toxicity 
Physical: irritant, combustible 
liquid (Class III-B) 

1.3 million gallons 100 pounds 
N/A 

Source:  SM 2009a, Table 5.6-3 
a. Reportable quantities for a pure chemical, per the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.  
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C.5  LAND USE, RECREATION, AND WILDERNESS 
Testimony of Shaelyn Strattan 

C.5.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

The proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would be located on land within the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan area. The project area includes 
approximately 1,944 acres of Unclassified and “Multiple-Use Class L” public (federal) 
lands, managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The Unclassified land 
use category allows electrical generation plants in accordance with federal, state, and 
local laws subject to approval of a CDCA Plan Amendment by the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). Siting of electrical generation plants on Class L lands also requires 
compliance with the NEPA environmental review process. 

The proposed project requires BLM approval of an Amendment to the California Desert 
Conservation Area Plan and issuance of a Right of Way (ROW) grant for use of the 
1.944 acres of the proposed project footprint. The applicant has submitted an initial 
ROW application for 3,995 acres to the BLM. The applicant’s ROW application would be 
modified to include only the final project footprint, prior to issuance.  
 
The proposed project would not: 

• Convert Farmland or forest land to non-agricultural uses, or conflict with any 
agricultural zoning or existing Williamson Act contracts; 

• Impact any wilderness areas or neighborhood and regional parks or recreation 
areas, or conflict with any habitat or natural community conservation plan. 

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on: 

• Access within an established community. 

• Agricultural use (grazing) and access within an established federal rangeland area. 

• Growth-inducing potential 

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact, with full implementation 
of the applicable conditions of certification, on: 

• Recreational use of and access to the proposed project site and surrounding BLM-
managed federal lands; 

• Hazards to aviation; 

• Permanent loss of lands within the proposed project footprint for agriculture, natural 
resources, and recreation. 

The proposed project would have the following significant and (possibly) immitigable 
impacts: 

• Incompatibility with existing natural resource use (i.e., loss of Desert Tortoise habitat 
and Mojave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area acreage and migratory access). 
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• Loss of scenic character 

The proposed project would not contribute to cumulative land use or recreational 
impacts with implementation of all applicable conditions of certification. However, the 
incremental effect of the proposed project, combined with the effects of the other 
projects within the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis, would substantially 
reduce a scenic and biological important resource of value. 

C.5.2 INTRODUCTION 

The California Energy Commission (hereafter referred to as “staff”) have reviewed the 
proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP or “proposed project”), in accordance 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 
The Land Use section of this document addresses project compatibility with existing or 
reasonably foreseeable land uses; consistency with applicable laws, ordinances, 
regulations, and standards (LORS); and potential project-related direct, indirect, and 
cumulative environmental effects. It discusses land use issues, including concerns 
related to agriculture, mining, recreation, wilderness, wild horse and burro, and 
rangeland resources. It also recommends mitigation/conditions of certification intended 
to reduce or eliminate impacts associated with any potentially significant environmental 
effects. 
 
In addition to the effects associated with the land use component of this document, an 
energy generating system and its related facilities generally has the potential to create 
environmental impacts to other natural and human resources. Issues related to these 
resource areas are discussed in detail in separate sections of this document.  
 
BLM manages the land that would be used for the proposed generating facility and most 
of the land associated with transmission and utility corridors. The BLM California Desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended by the West Mojave Plan 
(WEMO) of 2006, establishes management guidelines, procedures, and policies for the 
public lands impacted by the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP). 

C.5.3 METHODOLOGY AND THRESHOLDS FOR DETERMINING 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Given the respective power plant licensing and land jurisdictions of the California 
Energy Commission and U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), analysis of potential 
project impacts must comply with both CEQA and NEPA requirements.  Because this 
document is intended to meet the requirements of both NEPA and CEQA, the 
methodology used for determining environmental impacts of the proposed project 
includes a consideration of guidance provided by both laws. 

Both CEQA and NEPA require the Lead Agency to determine potentially significant 
project-related impacts. That significance is determined as part of the CEQA analysis in 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or equivalent document. With NEPA, the 
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potential environmental effects are analyzed in the EIS, not with regard to their 
significance, but rather in terms of the nature and degree of their potential impact. 

CEQA requires a Lead Agency to identify the criteria used to determine the significance 
of potential project-related impacts. A significant impact is defined by CEQA as “a 
substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions 
within the area affected by the project”. A social or economic change related to a 
physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant. However, an economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. (CCR 2009, §15382).  

In comparison, NEPA defines ‘significance’ as effects or issues of sufficient context and 
intensity that an EIS is required. ‘Context’ refers to the effect of the project on society as 
a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality. 
‘Intensity’ addresses the severity of identified direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. 
The significance of an issue or effect under NEPA is not declared within the EIW. As 
with CEQA, economic or social effects are not intended, by themselves, to require 
preparation of an environmental impact statement (40 CFR 1508.14). By electing to 
prepare an EIS, the BLM (as the NEPA lead agency) has deemed that the project has 
the potential to result in a significant effect on the environment. 

C.5.3.1 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE (CEQA) 1  
The determinations of significance under CEQA, as identified by the Energy 
Commission in this section, are based on scientific and factual data related to issues 
addressed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, performance standards, thresholds 
identified by the Energy Commission staff, and thresholds recommended by other public 
agencies or subject experts, as supported by substantial evidence. (CCR 2009)2 
Thresholds are quantified, where feasible, and supported by specific evidence.   

C.5.3.2 ISSUES  
Issues considered for impacts of significance, under CEQA and/or NEPA, include the 
following:  

C.5.3.2.1 Agriculture, Forest, and Rangelands 
Would the project: 

• Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, or Farmland of Local Importance to 
non-agricultural use3. (CEQA) 

                                            
1  A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative, or performance level of a particular 

environmental effect. Effects exceeding that threshold would be considered significant. (CCR 2009, 
§15064.7)                                                                            

2  Pursuant to CEQA Guideline Amendments, adopted December 30, 2009; effective March 18, 2010. 
3  FMMP defines “land committed to non-agricultural use” as land that is permanently committed by local 

elected officials to nonagricultural development by virtue of decisions which cannot be reversed simply 
by a majority vote of a city council or county board of supervisors. 
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A) 

• Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. 
(CEQA) 

• Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land [as defined in PRC 
§12220(g)], timberland (as defined by PRC §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production [as defined by GC §51104(g)]. (CEQA) 

• Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
(CEQA) 

• Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses4 or forest 
land to non-forest use. (CEQ

• Disrupt activities or substantially reduce the agricultural resource value of 
established federal rangelands within the California Desert Conservation Area. 
(NEPA) 

C.5.3.2.2 Wilderness and Recreation 
Would the project: 

• Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated. (CEQA) 

• Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. (CEQA) 

• Directly or indirectly disrupt activities in established federal, state, or local recreation 
and/or wilderness areas. (NEPA)  

• Substantially reduce the scenic, biological, cultural, geologic, or other important 
resource value of federal, state, local, or private recreational facilities or wilderness 
areas. (NEPA) 

• Directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affect the wilderness qualities of size, 
naturalness, or outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined 
recreation of a wilderness area or wilderness study area; or change the 
characteristics of a wilderness study area, such that it would not contain the qualities 
necessary for it to be considered for future designation as wilderness? (NEPA) 

C.5.3.2.3 Land Use Compatibility and LORS Compliance 
Would the project: 

• Directly or indirectly divide an established community or disrupt an existing or 
approved land use. (CEQA & NEPA) 

• Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly? (CEQA) 

                                            
4 Non-agricultural uses in this context refers to land where agriculture (the production of food and fiber) 

does not constitute a substantial commercial use.      
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• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction, or that would normally have jurisdiction, over the project adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effects. (CEQA & NEPA) 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or biological opinion? (CEQA & NEPA) 

C.5.3.2.4 Cumulative Land Use Effects 
Would the project: 
• Result in incremental impacts that, although individually limited, are cumulatively 

considerable when viewed in connection with other project-related effects or the 
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects.5 (CEQA 
& NEPA) 

C.5.4 PROPOSED PROJECT (ALTERNATIVE 1) 

C.5.4.1 SETTING/AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The proposed project is a utility-scale, solar thermal electric power-generating facility. It 
would be located on approximately 1,944 acres of public, BLM-managed land, about 4.5 
miles west-southwest of the City of Ridgecrest, California. The land is relatively 
undisturbed high desert. The site is generally flat, with elevations ranging from about 
2,630 feet above sea level (ASL) at the western limits of the northern solar field to 
approximately 2,770 feet ASL along the southern and eastern site boundaries. Native 
vegetation is well-established and supports a diverse plant and animal ecosystem, 
providing habitat for a number of special status species. There are two large ephemeral 
washes and several smaller dry desert washes that traverse the project area, generally 
from south to north. There are no structures on the site, except for towers along the 
existing SCE transmission line corridor. 
 
The northern portion of the proposed project footprint is bounded on the southwest by 
Brown Road and partially bounded on the east by Hwy 395. The southern solar field has 
Brown Road to the northeast and the SCE 230 kV transmission line roughly parallels 
both portions of the site from northeast to southwest. A former Southern Pacific railroad 
ROW extends north-south, just beyond the western transmission line boundary. Now 
part of the public lands managed by BLM, the decommissioned railbed remains, 
including raised berms, bridges, and culverts, but the railroad ties and tracks have been 
removed. The railbed currently serves as a non-motorized, casual use trail.    

The applicant has initially applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant of approximately 3,995 
acres from BLM (#CACA 049016). However, the actual ROW would approximate the 
footprint and surrounding disturbed lands necessary for the operation of the project 
                                            
5  Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 

considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be 
changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects and can result from individually 
minor, but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines §15355; 40 
CFR 1508.7). 
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(≤ 2,000 acres), once construction is complete. The final project footprint is not 
expected to extend east of Hwy 395. The property includes the following parcels, as 
described in Land Use Table 1 below: 

Land Use Table 1 
ROW Property Description 

Township Range Section 
Assessors Parcel 

Number (APN) 

27 South 39 East 
Portion of the southwest ¼  of 

the southwest ¼ of  
Section 13 

Portion of 
APN 341-091-09 

  Portion of the south ½ of 
Section 14 

Portion of 
APN 341-091-08 

  23 341-091-10 

  24 341-091-11 

  25 341-110-03 

  26 341-110-02 

  Portion of the eastern half of 
Section 27 

Portion of 
APN 341-110-01 

  Portion of the eastern half of 
Section 34 

Portion of 
APN 341-110-06 

  35 341-110-05 

    

28 South 39 East 
Portion of the north ½ of  

Section 2 

Portion of 
APN 097-070-02 
(Govt. Lots 1-4) 

Source:  SM 2010(c), p.16; Kern County Online Public Mapping System. http://maps.co.kern.ca.us/imf/imf.jsp?site=kern_pub  
(February 13, 2010). 

Generating Facilities 
The facility would have a nominal output of 250 megawatts (MW) and would consist of a 
power block facility, occupying approximately 3.5 acres, and two fields of solar parabolic 
mirrors, a northern field occupying approximately 894 acres and a southern field of 
roughly 554 acres. Brown Road, a paved, two-lane county road, bisects the project from 
southeast to northwest and provides access to the site. In addition to the main power 
generating facility, the site would include a main office building and parking lot, main 
warehouse with laydown area, onsite access roads, a tie-in switchyard, transmission 
lines, and a land treatment unit (LTU) for bioremediation or land farming of heat transfer 
fluid (HTF)-contaminated soil. The tallest facilities would be the cooling and 
transmission towers, approximately 120 feet in height. Buildout coverage on the site 
(final footprint, not the initial ROW) would be nearly 100%, including mirror fields, 
access roads, and buffer areas outside the fenceline.  

http://maps.co.kern.ca.us/imf/imf.jsp?site=kern_pub


  LAND USE, RECREATION, 
March 2010 C.5-7 AND WILDERNESS 

Both solar fields and the power block would be completely enclosed by a combination of 
chain link and wind fencing. Chain link metal-fabric security fencing, eight feet tall, with 
one-foot barbed wire or razor wire on top, would be installed along the north and south 
sides of the facilities. Thirty-foot tall wind fencing, composed of A-frames and wire 
mesh, would be installed along the east and west sides of each solar field. Tortoise 
exclusion fencing would also be included. Controlled access gates would be located at 
the site entrances.  

The main facility footprint would be graded to remove all existing vegetation, terraced, 
and fully fenced. Access to the power block and main plant office would be from Brown 
Road, via a new 550-foot long, 24-foot wide paved road, to be located approximately 
1.75 miles west of the intersection of Brown Road and Hwy. 395. A second 650-foot 
long, 24-foot wide road for access to the south solar field would be located 
approximately 0.6 miles farther west along Brown Road. To provide safe ingress and 
egress at the new access roads, 1,500-ft. long acceleration and 1,000-ft. long 
deceleration lanes would be constructed in both directions at both access roads.  

Transmission Lines and Infrastructure 
A new 3,900-foot 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line, from the turbine generator (power 
block) to a new nearby switchyard (3.2 acres within the project footprint), would 
interconnect with Southern California Edison’s (SCE) existing 230 kV Inyokern/Kramer 
Junction transmission line that passes west of the Project site. Approximately 9,060 feet 
of the existing SCE kV lines would be relocated west of the current location, along the 
western limits of the south solar field and within the requested BLM project ROW. 
Ground disturbance for the transmission line relocation would occur within a 280-foot 
wide construction corridor. [SM 2010(c)] 
 
Supporting infrastructure for the facilities would include a new five-mile water pipeline 
from the Indian Wells Valley Water District (IWVWD) storage facilities in Ridgecrest. 
The line would be constructed entirely within the existing IWVWD/City of Ridgecrest 
ROW, from the storage tank to South China Lake Boulevard (Blvd.); then along the 
South China Lake Blvd. and Brown Road ROWs to the project site. The Kern County 
ROWs for South China Lake Blvd. and Brown Road are 100 feet wide (50 feet either 
side of the centerline). A franchise agreement with Kern County would be required for 
use of this ROW. A ROW from Caltrans would also be required for the pipeline to run 
beneath Hwy 395, at the South China Lake Blvd./Brown Road intersection. The 
waterline would require a total of 16.3 acres (a five-mile long, 30-foot wide linear 
alignment within the existing road ROWs). The line would be 12”-16” in diameter. The 
12” line would be sufficient to supply the estimated water needs for the proposed 
project. However, IWVWD has indicated an intent, with applicant approval, to install a 
16” line as part of a concurrent expansion of services to property owners along the 
waterline route and annexation of the area from the current district boundary, along 
South China Lake Blvd., to the beginning of BLM land.  

Project Closure and Decommissioning 
According to the AFC Chapter 3, the solar generating facility is expected to have an 
operational lifespan of 30 years. If economically and technologically viable, it may 
continue to operate beyond that time. However, at any point during operation, 
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temporary or permanent closure of the solar facility could occur. Temporary closure 
might be a result of necessary maintenance, hazardous weather conditions, or damage 
due to a natural or manmade disaster. Permanent closure could result from damage 
that is beyond repair, adverse economic conditions, or other significant reasons. Both 
temporary and permanent closures would require the project owner to submit a 
contingency plan or decommissioning plan to the BLM and Energy Commission for 
review and approval, prior to implementing any closure (except for emergency 
response). Either plan would include measures to ensure compliance with applicable 
LORS and protection of public health and safety requirements and the environment. 
These would include shutdown/restart procedures, removal/ storage of equipment and 
materials, site restoration, and potential decommissioning alternatives. (See GENERAL 
CONDITIONS, INCLUDING COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND CLOSURE PLAN, 
Section E.) 

C.5.4.2 SURROUNDING AREA 
The proposed project site is located in the northeastern part of Kern County, at the 
southern end of the Indian Wells Valley, a portion of the high northern Mojave Desert. 
The area is surrounded by four mountain ranges; the Sierra Nevada on the west, the 
Coso Range on the north, the Argus Range to the east, and the El Paso Mountains to 
the south. It is approximately an hour and 30 minutes from the Lancaster/Palmdale area 
and about two hours from both Bakersfield and San Bernardino. California City is about 
32 miles to the south. Regional access to the project site is provided from Hwy 395, 
then west on Brown Road. Undeveloped, publicly-owned desert lands surrounds the 
project site and extend outward toward Ridgecrest and Inyokern, sparsely interspersed 
with privately-owned small ranches and large-parcel rural residences.   
 
The site for the proposed project is an ancient alluvial plain, situated between the 
foothills of the El Paso Mountains. The areas immediately adjacent to the project site 
are an extension of the same high desert environment: relatively flat terrain; sparse, 
drought-tolerant native vegetation; and an abundance of dry washes that channel storm 
runoff from the infrequent thunderstorms. However, elevations begin to rise fairly rapidly 
within three miles of the site, especially to the south and west, in the foothills of the El 
Paso Peaks and Black Hills. Much of the land is managed for multi-use by BLM, 
allowing livestock grazing and a variety of recreational activities.   

The closest urbanized area is the City of Ridgecrest, approximately 4.5 miles east of the 
project site, with larger residential parcels extending from the Ridgecrest city limits west 
to Hwy 395. Ridgecrest is a small incorporated city of just over 27,000 people. The 
Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) China Lake is located immediately adjacent to 
Ridgecrest, to the north and east, with military air operations extending over and to the 
west of the city. SR 178 runs east-west, along the northern edge of Ridgecrest and 
intersects Hwy 395 approximately seven miles north of the project site. It divides much 
of Ridgecrest from the China Lake Naval facilities. Two other military areas, Fort Irwin 
Military Reserve and Edwards Air Force Base, are located at some distance to the east 
and south, respectively. Ridgecrest is the support community for the Navy, federal 
employees, and contractors, and provides services, such as shopping, medical care, 
and transient accommodations, for over 40,000 people from throughout the Indian Wells 
Valley. Development is a balanced mix of commercial, local industrial, and residential, 
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with most older, established commercial and industrial operations along SR 178 and 
newer commercial clustered along South China Lake Blvd. Both commercial and 
residential development is expanding south along South China Lake Blvd (Business 
395). 

Inyokern, a small, unincorporated community of about 1,000 people, is located 
approximately six miles north of the project site. It was a railroad town established along 
the historic Lone Pine Branch of the Southern Pacific Railroad, which is no longer in 
operation. The main part of town is approximately one mile west of the intersection of 
Hwy 395 and SR 178 (which bisects the town). Development in the community is 
primarily residential, with a limited number of commercial and light industrial 
establishments along the SR 178 corridor. The Kern/Inyo county line is about 10 miles 
north of Inyokern and the San Bernardino county line is approximately eight miles to the  
east. 
 
To the west, south, and southeast, public lands dominate the sparsely settled high 
desert environment. The El Paso Mountain Wilderness begins approximately 2.5 miles 
from the western edge of the project site. Weather in the area is extremely variable, 
characterized by hot summer temperatures, with average daily highs above 100 
degrees Fahrenheit (F) and low precipitation (approximately five inches per year). 
Ridgecrest has recorded temperatures as high as 118 degrees F and as low as 0 
degrees F. Daily temperature ranges of 40 degrees can occur. Annual precipitation can 
vary by as much as 80%, meaning that normal precipitation can range from a low of 
2.02 inches to 10.10 inches on any given year. Summer thunderstorms can drop more 
precipitation on a site in one event than the mean precipitation for that location. Snow 
can occur during the winter. High winds are common. Wind gusts in excess of 80 miles 
per hour (MPH) occur regularly in the Mojave and along the western edge of the Indian 
Wells Valley. Gusts over 100 MPH are not unusual and a gust of 174 MPH was 
recorded in the Indian Wells Valley in December 1996. 

Water for the surrounding area, for drinking, irrigation, and commercial/industrial uses, 
comes from groundwater wells that tap the Indian Wells Valley Groundwater Basin (IWV 
Groundwater Basin), which is part of the South Lahontan Hydrologic Region. Water for 
the project, whether from on-site wells or, as proposed, purchased from the IWVWD, 
would come from the same source. As indicated in the AFC (SM 2009a, p.5.17-23), the 
Basin is in overdraft, with groundwater pumping at double to triple the inflow/recharge 
annually.  However, groundwater has not been adjudicated; developers are still able to 
obtain will-serve letters from IWVWD, within its existing district boundaries; and permits 
to establish new wells are still being issued on lands under Kern County jurisdiction. 

C.5.4.3 AGRICULTURAL LANDS AND RANGELANDS 
The proposed project site is located entirely on vacant, BLM-managed, multiple use 
class L and unclassified public lands. With the exception of limited grazing for domestic 
livestock, there is no current or historical use of the property for agricultural purposes.  
Livestock grazing has occurred in and around the project site for nearly 150 years. 
 
The project location, and surrounding 203,567 acres of BLM-managed lands, is part of 
the Cantil Common Rangeland Grazing Allotment #05005 (see Figure C.5-1). 
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Allotments identified as “Common” (e.g. Cantil Common) are so-named because 
multiple lessees have grazing rights on those allotments. The current Cantil Common 
allotment was established in March 1983 and allows intermittent grazing of sheep for 
seven permittees on the ephemeral rangeland within the allotment boundaries, including 
the project site and surrounding acreage, between March 1 – June 1 of each year. 
Sheep are only allowed to graze/move through an area once during the grazing season 
and ranchers generally allow the sheep to graze in any one area for only a few days at 
a time. As of March 1999, approximately 8,435 sheep use the Cantil Commons acreage 
for part or all of their annual forage requirements. The project site would represent less 
than 1% of the allotment. The current allotment is effective through February 28, 2018.  

Because of the ease of access to the allotment area via Brown Road, there are several 
areas within the project boundaries that have been repeatedly used for 
loading/unloading, supplemental feeding, and watering of livestock. Temporary corrals 
have been erected in these areas, but no permanent structures or improved access 
roads or pullouts exist. The current contract does not address, specify, or regulate these 
casual access locations, except for the length of time that can be spent in any one area 
and the distance between staging areas. The boundaries and conditions of use for this 
allotment are subject to periodic adjustment to avoid wildlife conflicts, due to the 
presence of desert tortoise habitat at various locations throughout the allotment. In 
years of adequate ephemeral forage production, sheep grazing is authorized in non-
critical habitat.  According to the West Mojave Plan (WEMO), this allotment contains 
240,913 acres of non-critical desert tortoise habitat and 78,035 acres of desert tortoise 
critical habitat; none of the project site has been designated as critical habitat. (WEMO, 
Appendix O)  

There are no wild horses or burros in the project area and it is not within a Wild Horse 
and Burro Herd Management area. 

Privately held lands that adjoin or are in the immediate vicinity of the project site, or 
along the proposed waterline corridor, consist primarily of large residential parcels of 
5-20 acres or more. Some agricultural activities occur on these parcels, generally 
limited to the production of crops for family consumption, small farming operations 
(pistachio orchards), and the raising of livestock and horses for sale or personal use. 
There are no large scale agricultural operations in the project vicinity.  

C.5.4.4 RECREATION AND WILDERNESS 
The proposed project site is located in the western part of the Mojave Desert. This area, 
including the project site, is part of the West Mojave Plan (WEMO), an amendment to 
the CDCA, which includes 3,263,874 acres of BLM-administered public lands in Inyo, 
Kern, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino counties (over 500,000 acres in Kern County 
alone). It is within five miles of the City of Ridgecrest and NAWS China Lake, and within 
a two-hour drive of many larger, urbanized areas in southern California, including San 
Bernardino, Bakersfield, Ontario, and other cities in the San Fernando Valley.  

The lands within and around the proposed project site are frequently used for recreation 
by Indian Wells Valley residents, as well as regional visitors to the area. The area is 
easily accessed on Hwy 395 from the north or south. SR 178, SR 58, and Interstate 
(I)15 provide connections to Hwy 395 from the east and west. Hwy 14 joins Hwy 395 
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north of Inyokern and provides direct access to Los Angeles.  Attractions such as the 
Red Rock Canyon State Park; Trona Pinnacles Natural Monument; Fossil Falls, the site 
of ancient Native American petroglyphs; 20 Mule Team Museum and U. S. Navy 
Museum of Armament & Technology; Maturango Museum, emphasizing the cultural 
history, natural history and geology of the Northern Mojave Desert; Randsburg “living 
ghost town”; four wilderness areas, including the El Paso Mountain Wilderness; Death 
Valley National Park, with the lowest point in the contiguous U.S.; and Mt. Whitney, the 
highest point in the contiguous U.S., are within a day’s drive of the project site. The area 
is a favorite with many film companies, with several using locations within and 
immediately adjacent to the project site as venues for commercials and motion pictures.  

C.5.4.4.1 Recreation 
Land Use Table 2 describes recreation areas and facilities in the project vicinity, 
beginning with the area closest to the proposed project site. 

Land Use Table 2 
Recreation Areas and Facilities 

Recreation 
Area Jurisdiction 

Distance from 
Project Site Approximate Acreage Allowed Uses 

CDCA El 
Paso OHV 
Subregion 
Planning 
Area 

BLM; Class L, 
M, and 
Unclassified 

Surrounding 
project site 

83,474 acres  
[92% (76,998 acres) 
federal land managed by 
BLM; 8% (6,475 acres) 
private and state land  

Multiple Use; 
465 miles of Open & 
Limited Use OHV trails; 
non-motorized 
recreational uses 

CDCA 
Ridgecrest 
OHV 
Subregion 
Planning 
Area 

BLM; Class L, 
M, and 
Unclassified 

Approx. 1 mile, 
adjacent to Hwy 
395, south and 
east of 
Ridgecrest  

22,465 acres 
[94% (21,115 acres) 
federal land managed by 
the BLM and 6% (1,350 
acres) private land]  

Multiple Use; 
328 miles of Open & 
Limited Use OHV trails; 
non-motorized 
recreational uses 

Rademacher 
Hills Trail 
System 

BLM Approx. 2 miles 
east 

8.5-mile network of non-
motorized trails. Variety of 
motorcycle and 4-wheel 
drive routes open for 
recreational riding inside 
the Rademacher Hills 
Viewshed 

Multiple Use; open to 
hiking, jogging, 
horseback riding and 
mountain biking; casual 
OHV use  

Spangler 
Hills OHV 
Area 

BLM Approx. 2.5 
miles east 

57,000 acres Open OHV use (no 
restrictions); Multiple 
Use – primitive 
camping, hiking, 
competition sports 

Sequoia 
National 
Forest 

U.S. Forest 
Service/BLM 

Starts 12 miles 
east 

1,787.87 square miles; 
1,500 miles of maintained 
roads, 1000 miles of 
abandoned roads, and 
850 miles of forest trails 

Multiple Use; camping, 
hiking, horseback 
riding, mountain biking; 
trails and roads open to 
OHV use 

http://www.maturango.org/
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Recreation 
Area Jurisdiction 

Distance from 
Project Site Approximate Acreage Allowed Uses 

City of Ridgecrest (see Figure C.5-2) 
Freedom 
Park 

Ridgecrest 
Parks & 

Recreation 
Department 

5-8 miles 

19.8 Picnic Area, Gazebo. 
Open turf 

Hellmers 
Park 

5.0 Frisbee Golf, Picnic 
Areas & Horseshoe Pits 

James M. 
Pearson 
Memorial 
Park 

4.5 Picnic Areas, 
Basketball Court, 
Playground 

Moyer Park 0.5 Greenbelt 

Upjohn Park 6.0 Picnic Areas & 
Horseshoe Pits, lighted 
Basketball Ct, 2 
playgrounds 

Kerr McGee 
Youth Sports 
Complex 

11.7 Lighted Football/Soccer 
Field and 5 lighted 
baseball diamonds 

Kerr McGee 
Community 
Center 

0.7 Fitness Room & 
Aerobics Room, 7 
meeting rooms, 
Basketball court, 
Volleyball court, 2 
racquetball courts, gym, 
playground 

Leroy 
Jackson 
Park Sports 
Complex 

56.0 3 ball diamonds, 6 
tennis courts, 3 
soccer/football fields, 
skate park, playground, 
picnic area; all areas 
lighted 

Ridgecrest 
Senior 
Center 

~ 0.1 acre Activity Center 

Ridgecrest 
Skate Park 

0.5  

Sgt. John 
Pinney 
Memorial 
Pool 

4.0 Public pool, picnic 
areas 

Bowman 
Linear Park* 

25.4 Class I Bicycle Path 
(under development) 

Source: COR 2009(a) Open Space & Conservation Element; COR 2010(c)  

The Sequoia National Forest, a 1,787.87 square mile area starting about 15 miles 
northwest of the project site, has over 1,500 miles of maintained roads, 1000 miles of 
abandoned roads, and 850 miles of trails in the forest available for the use and 



  LAND USE, RECREATION, 
March 2010 C.5-13 AND WILDERNESS 

                                           

enjoyment of  hikers, off-highway vehicle (OHV6) users, and horseback riders. Forest 
elevations range from 1,000 feet in the foothills of the Sierra Nevada to over 
12,000 feet. The Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail, which stretches 2,600 miles from 
Canada to Mexico, crosses the Sequoia National Forest for approximately 78 miles, and 
is only one of four National Trails within the forest boundaries. The Sequoia National 
Forest also contains portions of six designated wilderness areas: Kiavah, Monarch, 
South Sierra, Dome Land, Jennie Lakes, and Golden Trout. 

The City of Ridgecrest is the closest developed area to the project site and the most 
likely residential area for anyone relocating to the area. It also serves as the support 
community for most of the Indian Wells Valley. As noted in Land Use Table 2, there are 
approximately 187 acres of recreational lands within the Ridgecrest Planning Area, with 
over 103 acres in twelve parks and recreational facilities, including a variety of sports 
complexes, with about 68 acres of baseball fields, football fields, tennis courts, and 
soccer fields (see Figure C.5-2). In addition, the City operates two special purpose 
facilities - a skate park and community pool, and a senior center. (The Leroy Jackson 
Park Sports Complex is owned by Kern County, but is operated by the City.) There are 
also five museums and seven cultural venues serving the Ridgecrest community. Based 
on a 2007 population of 27,944, the City maintains and manages 3.7 acres of parkland 
per 1,000 residents. [COR 2010(c), Open Space & Conservation Element] 
 
Recreational activities most common to the project site and immediate vicinity include 
walking/running/hiking, mountain biking, astronomical observations (star parties), 
photography, birdwatching and wildlife viewing, horseback riding, rockhounding and 
mineral collection, picnicking, casual camping, and OHV use, including 4X4s and dirt 
bikes. The site’s close proximity to Ridgecrest and Inyokern, as well as easy access 
from Hwy 395, encourages the use of this area for day trips.  

Many of the trails through the project site accommodate both motorized and non-
motorized traffic and serve as destination access for local attractions, within and outside 
the project boundaries. Specific uses of locations within the project site include star 
parties, conducted by the China Lake Astronomical Society. Their site, approximately 
one-half mile south of Brown Road, just west of the South El Paso Wash, has been 
used continuously for over 20 years, and is easily accessed from Brown Road (see 
Figures C.5-3 and C.5-4). Lands within the proposed ROW boundaries are also 
regularly used by equestrian groups and individual riders, due, in part, to the easy 
access and availability of staging locations along Brown Road. The buttes, immediately 
outside and adjacent to the eastern edge of the northern solar field site boundary (within 
the proposed ROW), and the highest point in the immediate project area, is also a 
frequent destination for riders, joggers, and picnickers. The Indian Wells Gem & Mineral 
Society regularly uses existing trails through the southern portion of the project footprint 
to access their established sites. The Sagebrush Sam’s Camping Club of Ridgecrest 
uses the project area as a group campsite and partners with the Kerncrest Audubon 
Society for birdwatching and annual bird counts in the area. 

 
6  Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) – Any motorized track or wheeled vehicle designed for cross-country travel 

over natural terrain, as defined by the BLM. 
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The area within and surrounding the project site is identified by BLM as the El Paso 
subregion of the WEMO Motorized Vehicle Access Planning Area (see Figure C.5-5) 
and consists of volcanic peaks, broad valleys, rolling foothills, badlands with multiple 
washes, and narrow canyons. Elevations range from 2,000 feet in the south to 5,244 
feet above sea level on top of Black Mountain. Creosote bush scrub and saltbush scrub 
are the predominant plant communities in the lowlands, with numerous desert washes, 
remnant stands of native perennial bunchgrasses on the mountain tops, scattered 
Joshua tree woodland, and small riparian plant communities at a few of the widely 
spaced springs. The subregion abuts the Last Chance Canyon Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and the El Paso Mountains. As of 2001, it contained 
over 465 miles of OHV trails, with 324 miles officially designated as “open” in the 
1985-87 CDCA Inventory. BLM’s CDCA Plan also identified four sites within the El Paso 
subregion with excellent potential for interpretation and education: Burro Schmidt’s 
Tunnel; the El Paso Mountains; the Garlock Fault; and the Goler Grabben. The area is 
universally popular with visitors for a variety of activities, including OHV jeepers, 
motorcyclists/dirt bikes, and 4-wheelers; miners, campers; hikers, rock hounds; 
horseback riders; historical explorers, and upland game hunters. (WEMO, §3.5 and 
Appendix R)  
 
As many of the local and regional attractions are easier to reach by motorcycle or all-
terrain vehicle, the area is a magnet for OHV enthusiasts. There are large expanses of 
public land in the project vicinity available for casual riding or specifically designated for 
OHV use, such as the Spangler Hills Open Area and Rademacher Hills Trail System, 
just southeast of Ridgecrest (about two miles east of the project site).The Dove Springs 
OHV open area starts about 12 miles to the southwest of the project site.  
 
Motorized vehicle access to public lands in the planning area supports a variety of 
activities. These include OHV touring, motorcycle events (e.g., challenges, speed, and 
other competitive events), trailheads and staging areas (for hiking, camping, equestrian 
riding, gem collecting and rock hounding, hunting, etc.), private land access, utility 
maintenance, and mineral production. Campers and hikers use OHVs to reach 
trailheads and staging areas that are often quite remote. Equestrians use motorized 
vehicles to pull their horse trailers, and other equipment and supplies, to staging areas 
where they unload their horses, saddle up, and otherwise prepare for rides.  

OHV travel is allowed on all BLM-designated open trails in both the northern and 
southern portions of the proposed project site. The project site is located within the El 
Paso Collaborative Access Planning Area (CAPA). Because OHV route designations 
have not been completed for the El Paso subregion, established, non-designated trails, 
especially destination trails or established trails that connect to designated trails will also 
remain "open" as a courtesy, provided vehicles are operated responsibly and in 
accordance with any existing regulations, until the El Paso CAPA is finalized, These are 
not open OHV areas; vehicles must remain on established trails or designated routes. 

Six BLM-designated OHV routes [EP0222, 0223, 0234, and 0235, and two unnamed 
trails (A and C)] and numerous casual trails provide access into or through the proposed 
project site, with most connecting to established trails in the south and east (Figure C.5-
6). All designated routes intersect or cross Brown Road. According to the Ridgecrest 
Offroad Business Association (PUBLIC 2010hh), these trails are used regularly by 
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Ridgecrest residents and community groups for access to camping/ picnicking areas 
and offsite designations; general trail riding, and as an alternative off-highway access to 
Rademacher Hills and Spangler Hills for vehicles that cannot legally travel on city or 
county roads and state highways7. They also provide off-road access to Red Rock and 
Jawbone Canyon riding areas, and several Wilderness areas. Parking and staging 
areas within the project site are concentrated along and within 300 feet of Brown Road, 
on unclassified public lands.  

The area containing the southern solar field is designated by BLM as “Multiple Use 
Class Limited (MUC L)”, consistent with its inclusion within the Mojave Ground Squirrel 
Conservation Area (MGSCA) boundaries. The Class L designation is intended to protect 
sensitive, natural, scenic, ecological, and cultural resource values. These lands are to 
be managed to provide for generally lower-intensity and carefully controlled multiple use 
of resources, while ensuring that sensitive values are not significantly diminished. This 
class is suitable for recreation which generally involves low to moderate user densities. 
Recreational opportunities include, but are not limited to, backpacking, primitive, 
unimproved site camping, hiking, horseback riding, rockhounding, nature study and 
observation, photography and painting, rock climbing, spelunking, and hunting. 
Permanent or temporary facilities for resource protection and public health and safety 
are allowed. New roads and ways may be developed under right-of-way grants or 
pursuant to regulations or approved plans of operation. As with the unclassified lands, 
motorized vehicle use is allowed on existing established routes of travel until the El 
Paso Motorized Vehicle Access Planning process and designation of routes is 
completed. Off-trail OHV use is prohibited. Four of the OHV trails that have been 
designated as open by BLM (EP0222, 223, 234, and 235) criss-cross this Class L area, 
within the proposed ROW and project site (Figure C.5-6). EP0421, just beyond the 
project’s southwest corner, crosses a portion of the original ROW boundary, but should 
not be impacted if the project remains within the proposed siting footprint. These are 
primary access routes that receive regular use or that link desert attractions for the 
general public and provide secondary access to meet specific user needs. 

C.5.4.4.2 Wilderness 
The California Desert Protection Act of 1994 designated 69 wilderness areas in 
southern California and directed that they be administered by the BLM, pursuant to the 
Wilderness Act of 1964. There are five wilderness areas within a 25-mile radius of the 
proposed project site. The wilderness areas closest to the proposed project site are the 
El Paso Mountain Wilderness, approximately 2.5 miles to the southwest, and the Owens 
Peak Wilderness, located approximately eight miles northwest of the project site. The 
Golden Valley Wilderness is approximately 15 miles southeast and the Kiavah and 
Bright Star Wilderness areas are about 12 miles east and 25 miles west, respectively. 

Wilderness land in Kern County is administered by the BLM and the U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS). According to the federal Wilderness Act, a designated Wilderness Area is 
defined as an area of undeveloped Federal land which is protected and managed to 
                                            
7  OHVs need not be licensed for travel on city, county, state, or federal roads and highways to be used 

on BLM trails or open areas, provided they are trailered to the trailhead or staging area, or are only 
crossing public roads. However, they must have a California “green sticker” or “red sticker” to operate 
on BLM lands. 
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preserve its natural conditions; retaining its primeval character and influence, without 
permanent improvements or human habitation; and having four primary characteristics:  

• Generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the 
imprint of man's work substantially unnoticeable;  

• Contains outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 
recreation;  

• Includes at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make 
practicable its preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and 

• Has ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or 
historical value. (US Code 1964). 

The El Paso Mountain Wilderness, closest to the project site, is a collection of 
 reddish-colored buttes and dark, uplifted volcanic mesas dissected by narrow canyons 
distinguish this area. Badlands topography surrounds Black Mountain, its central feature 
and sacred to many local Native American tribes. The most spectacular attribute of this 
area is the abundance of cultural sites. The southern portion of the wilderness is 
included in the Last Chance Archaeological District and is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Wildlife includes abundant game birds (chuckar and quail), 
a significant concentration of nesting raptors, and the desert tortoise. Vegetation 
primarily consists of creosote bush scrub with Joshua Trees on the western side of the 
mountain. (WEMO, Appendix E) Local Native American tribes have used several sites 
and trails within the ROW as the starting point for sacred pilgrimages to the nearby El 
Paso Mountains for hundreds of years. (See CULTURAL RESOURCES AND NATIVE 
AMERICAN VALUES section for further discussion.) 

Land Use Table 3 describes wilderness areas, areas of critical environmental concern, 
and natural resource areas easily accessible from the project area, beginning with the 
area closest to the proposed project site. 
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Land Use Table 3 
Wilderness Areas 

Wilderness 
Area 

Jurisdiction/ 
Mgmt 

Approximate 
Distance 

from Project 
Site Acreage* Allowed Uses** 

El Paso 
Mountain 
Wilderness 

BLM 2.5 miles 
southwest 

23,669 Hiking, backpacking, climbing, 
kayaking, canoeing, rafting, horse 
packing, primitive camping 

Owens 
Peak 
Wilderness 

BLM 8 miles 
northwest 

73,797 Hiking, backpacking, climbing, 
kayaking, canoeing, rafting, horse 
packing, primitive camping 

Kiavah 
Wilderness 

BLM 12 miles east 81,247 Hiking, backpacking, climbing, 
kayaking, canoeing, rafting, horse 
packing, primitive camping 

Golden 
Valley 
Wilderness 

BLM 15 miles 
southeast 

36,478 Hiking, backpacking, climbing, 
kayaking, canoeing, rafting, horse 
packing, primitive camping 

Desert 
Tortoise 
Natural Area 

BLM 17.5 miles 
south  

25,000+ Vehicle use prohibited; travel on 
marked trails only; pets on leash 
at all times 

Bright Star 
Wilderness 

BLM; ACEC  25 miles west 8,190 No designated trails for 
backpackers. Includes Jawbone-
Butterbredt Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern 

Source: WILD; BLM 2010(d) 
* Approximate 
** No motorized equipment or mechanical transport allowed, except wheelchairs 

C.5.4.5 ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS/ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND 
DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION 

C.5.4.5.1 Agricultural Lands and Rangelands 

C.5.4.5.1.1 Would the proposed project result in the conversion of Farmland8 to 
non-agricultural uses? 
As noted in the AFC Land Use Section (SM 2009(a), p.5.7-18), none of the lands within 
the proposed project site, including solar fields, generating facility, or linears, have been 
designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
by the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP).  FMMP has designated the project site as Non-Agricultural and 
Natural Vegetation. This designation is applied to existing farmland, grazing land, and 

                                            
8  Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland of Local 

Importance, as defined in FMMP 2004, p.6. 
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vacant areas that have a permanent commitment for development9. Kern County has 
over two million acres of land within this category. (FMMP 2008) Additionally, according 
to the FMMP, Kern County does not recognize any lands within the county, including 
the project site, as Farmland of Local Importance (FMMP 2010). Therefore, the project 
would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to FMMP), or 
Farmland of Local Importance to non-agricultural use. No impact during any phase of 
the project. 

C.5.4.5.1.2 Would the proposed project conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract? 
The proposed project site is entirely on public lands, managed by BLM, with the 
southern portion of the proposed project footprint (including most of the southern solar 
field) designated as BLM MUC L. The remainder of the project site, to the north, is 
identified as unclassified (U) BLM-managed lands. Agricultural uses, except for 
livestock grazing and uses grandfathered in at the time of adoption of CDCA and 
WEMO amendment, are not allowed on any of the MUC lands (CDCA, Table 1, Multiple 
Use Class Guidelines, p.15). Agricultural uses are permitted on unclassified lands, 
unless specifically prohibited on a site-specific basis (CDCA, p.147). Electric generation 
plants may also be allowed on land with these classifications after NEPA requirements 
are met. Although the project would prevent agricultural use within its boundaries, 
thereby temporarily or permanently removing a portion of the existing Cantil Commons 
Grazing Allotment, the project is still consistent with the BLM land use designations 
(equivalent zoning), which would allow either or both uses on the project site. As the 
project site is entirely on BLM lands, the Kern County general plan land use and zoning 
designations do not apply. Kern County has acknowledged, through its General Plan 
land use designation of the project site as Non-Jurisdictional (Map Code 1.1; see Figure 
C.5-7), that it does not have jurisdiction over the land uses of this property. 

Private lands adjacent to the proposed project site are, for the most part, zoned Estate, 
Residential Suburban Combining District, 20-acre minimum parcel size (E/RS-20) under 
the Kern County Zoning Code. The purpose of the RS designation is to expand the 
number and type of permitted domestic agricultural uses within rural residential areas. 
Consistent with the intent of this zoning code, limited agricultural production occurs on 
some of the surrounding privately-owned parcels, but no large scale operations exist in 
the immediate project vicinity. This project is not requesting and would not result in a 
change of zoning designation for these privately held parcels or agricultural uses 
permitted by the existing zoning code and would have no effect on any existing 
agriculture uses on these adjacent parcels. Utility and communication facilities are 
permitted under the E and E/RS zoning districts, including transmission lines and 
supporting, towers, poles, and underground facilities for gas, water, electricity, 
telephone, or telegraph service owned and operated by a public utility company, under 
the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Installation of the 

 
9  Alternative definition for rural lands that do not qualify as Important Farmland under the standard FMMP 

definition, but are used for agricultural purposes. (DOC 2008, p.5) 
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waterline and connection to the infrastructure of other utility providers would occur 
within existing ROWs and any inconvenience to existing agricultural operations would 
be extremely transitory. Less than significant impact under CEQA. 

Lands under BLM management are not eligible for inclusion under the Williamson Act 
and none of the privately held parcels surrounding the project site or along the waterline 
route are subject to a Williamson Act contract. No impact under CEQA. 

Therefore, there is no conflict with a Williamson Act contract (no impact); and a less 
than significant impact to existing Kern County agriculturally- related zoning 
designations or permitted uses.  

C.5.4.5.1.3 Would the proposed project involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland to non-agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest use? (CEQA) 
As noted in C.5.4.5.1.2 above, the project site, including the proposed ROW, waterline, 
and linears, does not contain and would not result in the conversion of designated 
Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Likewise, there is no forest land in the project 
vicinity. No Impact under CEQA. 

C.5.4.5.1.4 Would the project disrupt activities or substantially reduce the 
agricultural resource value of established federal rangelands within the California 
Desert Conservation Area. (NEPA) 
Agriculture, excluding grazing, is not a permitted use within any BLM lands designated 
for multiple use (CDCA, Table 1, p.15). However, livestock grazing has been and 
continues to be a significant use of renewable resources on public land in the California 
Desert. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978 recognize livestock grazing as a principal use for 
the production of food and fiber. The only agriculturally-related activity that currently 
occurs on the project site and proposed project site is the grazing of sheep, consistent 
with the Cantil Commons Allotment permit, contract, and BLM land use designations (U 
and MUC L). The project facilities would permanently convert close to 2,000 acres of 
the Cantil Commons Allotment from agricultural (grazing) to non-agricultural use; and 
impact an existing contract designed to facilitate continued agricultural use. However, 
the allotment encompasses over 200,000 acres. Removal of all lands potentially 
impacted by the project within the allotment boundaries, including exclusion of the entire 
BLM ROW, would only result in a little over 1% reduction in the available forage area. 
This would equate to a negligible impact.  

Some permittees may also be inconvenienced by the loss of access for loading, 
unloading, and watering of sheep along the Brown Road project frontage and within the 
project area. However, there is sufficient road access throughout the remaining 
allotment acreage so that none of these activities would be seriously jeopardized by 
siting the project in the proposed location. There is also sufficient land to the east, 
south, and west of the site to allow the sheep to graze unimpeded on the remaining 
allotment acreage in the project vicinity. The project would not substantially reduce the 
agricultural resources of the public lands or their use in its vicinity. 
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Therefore, the project would not substantially disrupt agricultural activities or 
substantially reduce the agricultural resource value of established rangelands within the 
CDCA. 

C.5.4.5.2 Recreation and Wilderness 

C.5.4.5.2.1 Would the proposed project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 
There are approximately 250,000 acres of publicly-accessible wilderness lands, 3,350 
miles of open roads and trails on national forest land within a 25-mile radius of the 
project site. There are also over 800 miles of open and limited use trails, nearly 83,500 
acres of multiple use public lands, and approximately 57,000 acres of open OHV area 
within 15 miles of the project site. In addition, the city of Ridgecrest, less than five miles 
east of the project site, maintains 12 parks and other recreational facilities, including 
over 103 acres of parkland; five museums; and seven cultural venues. (Land Use 
Tables 2, 3; Figure C.5-2) This equates to approximately 3.7 acres for each 1,000 
residents living in Ridgecrest [COR 2010(c), Open Space & Conservation Element]. 
Finally, as noted in §C.5.4.4.1 above, there is a plethora of recreational opportunities 
within a day’s drive of the project location.  

Project construction would require an average workforce of 405 persons, with a peak 
construction workforce of 633 persons during the 11th month of construction. 
Approximately 75% of the workers are expected to commute to the project site daily or 
already reside in the local area. The impact of these workers on the area’s recreational 
facilities would be negligible or already factored into due to their current place of 
residence. Of the remaining 25% (up to 101 workers), these would generally establish 
transient residence in the area during the work week and return to their permanent 
place of residency during their days off. While these workers may make some use of the 
recreational facilities in Ridgecrest or visit nearby recreation areas, an increase of 101 
workers to a population pool of over 40,000 residents in the Indian Wells Valley area 
over slightly more than two years, averaged over all the recreational facilities available 
in the project area, would have little, if any, measureable impact on the existing facilities 
or result in the need for expansion or new facility construction.  

The project would employ a permanent operational workforce of 84 people. Assuming 
that all employees relocate from outside the area with an average of three people per 
family, approximately 252 people would be added to population of the Indian Wells 
Valley. If all resided in Ridgecrest, this would equate to less than a one percent increase 
in the population. A permanent population increase of less than one percent is not 
considered a substantial amount of growth. Spread over the surrounding communities 
the potential impact to any single recreational facility, or cumulatively to multiple 
facilities within the area, would be further reduced.  

Therefore, the project would not substantially affect existing neighborhood and regional 
recreational facilities or result in the need for new or expanded facilities. Less than 
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significant impact under CEQA.  (Please refer to refer to the SOCIOECONOMIC & 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE section for further discussion.) 

C.5.4.5.2.2 Would the proposed project directly or indirectly disrupt activities in 
established federal, state, or local recreation and/or wilderness areas? (NEPA) 
According to the Recreation Element of the CDCA Plan, “…lands managed by the 
Bureau are especially significant to recreationists” (BLM 1980). The project, if approved, 
would result in the temporary loss of access to nearly 4,000 acres and, once the final 
footprint of the project is defined and fenced, a permanent loss of the recreational use of 
approximately 2,000 acres of publicly-owned, BLM-managed, unclassified and limited 
multiple use land. “MUC L” lands include recreation as part of their mandated use and 
would, therefore, be considered “established federal recreation areas”. When 
establishing the CDCA, Congress stated that “the use of all California desert resources 
can and should be provided for in a multiple use and sustained yield management plan 
to conserve these resources for future generations and to provide present and future 
use and enjoyment, particularly outdoor recreation uses, including the use, where 
appropriate, of off-road recreational vehicles. (underline added for emphasis)” (FLPMA, 
Section 601). This direction was intended to apply to all desert lands under BLM 
management and jurisdiction within the CDCA boundaries, including unclassified lands, 
until such time as they pass out of federal control. For this reason, the CDCA, as a 
whole, must be considered an established federal recreation area, although the 
recreational activities allowed within each land classification may vary.  The CDCA also 
authorized OHV route designations for unclassified lands (BLM 1999, p.78) and 
indicated that existing routes of travel may be used in unclassified lands until other 
limitations are placed in effect (BLM 1999, p.81), further verifying the intent of 
recreational use. From a public perspective, Indian Wells Valley residents have used 
the lands including and surrounding the project area for recreational purposes for 
decades and, in public comment, have expressed their opinion that this is an 
established local recreation area.  For the purposes of CEQA and NEPA compliance, it 
is reasonable to consider all lands within the project footprint to be part of an 
“established federal recreation area.”  

General Recreational Use 
As noted above, the areas within and immediately adjacent to the project site are 
regularly used by local residents and visitors alike. The location serves both as a 
destination for local recreationists and as a staging and access point for surrounding 
recreational opportunities. Relatively pristine desert conditions; trail connectivity to 
nearby recreational areas and private inholdings; easy access from Hwy 395 and Brown 
Road; and close proximity to the City of Ridgecrest and surrounding small Indian Wells 
Valley communities add to the site’s significance.  Its current uses define the breadth of 
multiple use, including both motorized and non-motorized recreation, agriculture, 
resource conservation, scenic attractions, urban buffer, and open space protection. 
Although it does not contain or immediately abut a wilderness area, it does provide 
connectivity to multiple wilderness sites. No use statistics are available; the applicant 
observed the site use for only one day and noted that use of the access routes ranged 
from low to high, depending on a variety of factors, including timing and weather. 
(TN55625, Data Response 260) 
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Permanent loss of the land within the final project footprint would directly disrupt certain 
site-specific recreational uses within the project boundaries, such as use of the Star 
Party location, trails to destinations within the proposed project site; staging areas and 
trailheads along Brown Road project frontage; and on-site camping and hiking locations. 
Sites and some access routes would no longer exist and replacement sites or 
alternative routings, if available, have not been proposed or compared for equivalency 
or possible use-related impacts. This is particularly true for the Star Party site and gem 
and mineral sites and access. This would constitute a loss of access to an area of local 
historic recreational importance. 

The Star Party site, off Brown Road in the proposed southern solar field, was chosen for 
its unimpeded views and, except for the ambient light from Ridgecrest and China Lake, 
dark sky conditions10. This location would no longer be available for public use (Figures 
C.5-3, C.5-4). Additionally, lights from the project would increase the ambient light levels 
in the surrounding valley above those conducive to astronomical viewing, precluding the 
use of nearby areas in the general vicinity. However, there are other locations that fulfill 
a similar purpose, although they may not be as conveniently located or available year-
round. There is an existing established astronomical viewing area at Walker Pass 
campground, approximately 28 miles northwest of Ridgecrest that has very good to 
excellent sky transparency and good to very good air stability. At an elevation of 
approximately 5,000 feet, it is generally above the atmospheric dust and haze, with 
calmer winds than on the desert floor, but may be inaccessible due to snow for short 
periods in the winter. While not as close to the Ridgecrest area as the Star Party site at 
the Brown Road location, it does have easy public access, parking, and no fee for public 
use. [INFO 2010(a); BLM 2009(d)] These amenities are important to the China Lake 
Astronomical Society (CLAS) and are present at the current site. There may also be 
alternative locations to the south, on public lands along Garlock and Redrock 
Randsburg Roads. Elimination of the current Star Party site would directly disrupt the 
Society’s activities at an established federal recreation area. 

Continued access to most gem and mineral sites would be preserved with protection of 
existing trails outside the project footprint and public access to the existing and rerouted 
SCE transmission line access road (see LAND-1 and LAND-3). Access may be 
temporarily disrupted during site construction and rerouting of the transmission line 
corridor. The disruption would be temporary, with other existing access trails providing 
usable, if not equivalent, alternative access. Staff is not aware of any gem and mineral 
sites within the proposed project footprint or that would be damaged or eliminated 
during construction or operation of the project. 

 Four miles of public land frontage currently exists along both sides of Brown Road; over 
1.59 miles of this access would be eliminated by the project and an additional 1.25 
miles would be temporarily restricted during project construction. This constitutes nearly 
three-quarters of public land access along Brown Road, a substantial loss of land and 
trail access in an area close to nearby communities. Use of Brown road for non-
motorized recreation would also be temporarily disrupted by the significant increase in 
automobiles and heavy trucks using Brown Road during construction. Public comments 

 
10  An area possessing exceptional starry night skies and natural nocturnal habitat where light pollution is mitigated 

and natural darkness predominates.  
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received consistently mention that Brown Road is a favorite route for walkers and 
bicyclists because it has little vehicle traffic (see TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
for further discussion of traffic impacts). Bicycle and other non-motorized trail use is 
discussed in the Non-Motorized Trail section below. Conditions of certification LAND-5 
and LAND-6 would substantially reduce the impacts to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

Activities that are not tied to a specific location would not be as seriously impacted by 
the project. Because of the availability of surrounding public lands for primitive camping, 
hiking, picnicking, birdwatching, and other non-site-specific activities and sufficient 
remaining public land frontage on Brown Road and other area highways to 
accommodate alternative staging areas, conditions of certification that minimize impacts 
to many existing access routes (LAND-1 thru LAND-6) would avoid the majority of the 
project-related disruption to general recreational use. 

Sailplane use is the final general recreational use that occurs in the project area. Gliders 
use the areas between and along the mountain ranges because of the excellent lift 
provided by the rising thermals off the desert’s valley floor and because there are fewer 
restrictions in undeveloped areas. As noted in C.5.4.5.3.1.1 below, many national and 
world sailplane altitude, distance, and speed records have been set in the airspace 
around and above the Inyokern airport, less than 10 miles north of the project site.  
However, the project could create a safety hazard for those who overfly the project’s 
cooling towers and encounter a thermal plume. As a result, those using this area would 
need to maintain a safe distance from the airspace above the facility’s power block, up 
to 1,000 feet above ground level (agl), complicating flight in the project area. The 
degree of impact related to the loss of this area is reduced, to some extent, by the 
overlying military restricted airspace, which requires prior approval to enter the area and 
coordination with local air traffic controllers. This is often difficult for glider pilots, who 
may not have a radio in their aircraft, and pilots prefer to fly in other areas if weather 
conditions allow. Although the recreation is not occurring on public lands, the use of 
public lands for the proposed project would preclude glider flight over a small portion of 
this recreational area. The impact on this recreational use would be minimal, as areas 
along the eastern Sierra Nevada Mountains offer similar opportunities. (See 
C.5.4.5.3.1.1 below, TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION, and Condition of Certification 
TRANS-12 for further discussion of aviation impacts.) 

The remaining residual impacts to general recreational use of the federal recreational 
lands within and around the proposed project site would be:  

• Loss of specific established recreational sites within the project footprint. 

• Degradation of the “dark sky” conditions surrounding the project site with installation 
of on-site security and operational lighting. 

• Loss of approximately four miles of established routes and casual use trails 
throughout the project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to public lands for parking and staging 
areas along 1.25 miles of Brown Road, east and west of the project footprint, during 
project construction. 

http://www.inyokernairport.com/world_altitude_records_article/world_altitude_records.html
http://www.inyokernairport.com/soaring_at_iyk/soaring_at_iyk.html#sailplane_records
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• Permanent loss of access to public lands for parking and staging areas along 1.59 
miles of Brown Road, within the project footprint and outside of the Kern County 
Brown Road ROW. 

• Temporary loss of public access along EP0222, to the south, during construction of 
the transmission line realignment and new road segment. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to approximately four miles of Brown 
Road and remaining routes/trails that require access from Brown Road, during 
project construction. 

Motorized Access 
The motorized vehicle access network, as adopted by BLM on June 30, 2003 and 
modified by the West Mojave Plan, was intended to meet recreational and commercial 
needs throughout WEMO’s 30- year term. The public lands within the El Paso 
Mountains CAPA subregion, which contains the project site, and the adjoining 
Ridgecrest subregion (see Figure C.5-5) possess many unique recreational attractions, 
and are located immediately adjacent to the City of Ridgecrest. As a result, these two 
subregions are very popular with the recreating public.  

The project, if approved, would result in the temporary or permanent loss of use of part 
or all of six BLM-designated OHV routes [EP0222, 0223, 0234, 0235, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (C)] and numerous casual trails within the project footprint. OHV travel 
within the MUC L and unclassified project lands is allowed on all BLM-designated open 
routes and established, non-designated trails in both the northern and southern portions 
of the proposed project site. Regular motorized use of these routes/trails include 
general OHV trail riding; transport of people and equipment to gem collecting, mining, 
rock hounding, camping, and event sites; private land access; alternative off-highway 
access for vehicles that cannot legally travel on city or county roads and state highways; 
private property access; and utility maintenance. There is one wash with a box culvert 
that passes under U.S. Highway 395 that is used by OHVs on (undesignated) routes 
that connects private properties on the south side of Ridgecrest to OHV riding areas 
south of the highway (Spangler and Rademacher Hills, south of Ridgecrest). There are 
approximately six miles of designated OHV routes within or adjacent to the proposed 
project footprint that would be permanently closed to recreational use. (SM 2010i) 

As noted above, four miles of public land frontage currently exists along both sides of 
Brown Road. Over 1.59 miles of this access would be eliminated by the project and an 
additional 1.25 miles would be temporarily restricted during project construction. Areas 
along and immediately adjacent to Brown Road are frequently used as parking for 
hikers, event  participants, and group excursions, and as staging areas for ranchers and 
riders who transport their OHVs, horses, sheep, and other equipment/supplies to the 
departure site. Without trailhead access, ranchers and equestrians would be unable to 
reach these staging areas, where watering holes are commonly present and temporary 
corrals and related facilities are permitted.   

Neither the proposed project nor conditions of certification would create any new 
designated OHV routes, although a section of the existing EP0222 would be rerouted. 
The BLM-designated OHV route (EP0222) is also the transmission line ROW and 
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currently follows the existing SCE transmission line corridor from Brown Road south, 
through the project site and crosses several other designated trails approximately one-
half mile beyond the project’s southern boundary. Although intended to facilitate 
maintenance along the transmission line corridor, the existing road is heavily used for 
both motorized and non-motorized access to local destinations and routes further south, 
toward the El Paso Mountain Wilderness, including BLM-designated OHV routes and 
published mountain bike routes. A portion of this access road would be rerouted to 
follow the new SCE transmission line alignment and would be required to remain open 
for continued public use along its entire route (see LAND-1). However, use of this route 
would be periodically disrupted during various phases of project construction.  The 
proposed realignment of OHV route EP0222 would only constitute a minor modification 
to the motorized vehicle access network and, therefore, would not require a formal 
amendment of the CDCA Plan, but will be documented in the official record. (WEMO, 
§2.2.6.11) 

The proposed project would completely disrupt motorized access to and through this 
recreation area and use of project lands that front along Brown Road, outside of the 
Kern County road ROW. Six BLM-designated OHV routes and numerous casual trails 
would be directly impacted during construction and use of five additional designated 
routes adjacent to the project footprint [EP0222, EP0236, EP02265, that portion of route 
(A) north of Brown Road, and route (B)] could also be blocked or damaged. Portions of 
EP0223 and EP0235 and all of EP0234 (on public lands), along with a number of casual 
use trails would be eliminated. Routes designated as open are those that provide the 
best public access through public lands, access to significant points of interest and have 
inherit value for recreational driving (WEMO, Chapter 2, p.2-140). Loss of this access to 
established recreational sites and locations to the south and east would be a substantial 
detriment to motorized recreational use in the local area. 

Condition of Certification LAND-1 would ensure continued public access on EP0222, 
following completion of construction. It also ensures rehabilitation of that portion of the 
existing roadbed that would be decommissioned following completion of the route 
realignment. BLM designated open routes (EP0218 and EP0237), to the west and east 
respectively, would provide alternative connections from Brown Road to other routes 
outside the project site. However, although construction disturbance, other than the 
waterline installation and bicycle/pedestrian trails, should not impact routes and trails 
beyond the project boundaries and Land Use Figure C.5-8 identifies the specific routes 
and trails to be avoided, there is still the possibility to damage to existing routes and 
trails outside the project footprint. Condition of certification LAND-3 would ensure that 
any OHV route or trail damage outside the project footprint would be repaired to 
conditions existing prior to the start of construction. 

Construction of exclusion fencing around the entire project site would cause a number 
of existing designated routes and casual trails to dead-end at the fenceline. In order to 
discourage vehicles from leaving the established routes and following the fenceline to 
skirt the project area, Condition of Certification LAND-2 would require closure and 
rehabilitation of that portion of these dead-end routes and trails from the fenceline to the 
nearest intersection with an established route or trail. 
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The only remaining residual impacts to motorized vehicle access would be:  

• Temporary loss of public access along EP0222, to the south, during construction of 
the transmission line realignment and new road segment. 

• Loss of approximately four miles of casual use trails throughout the project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to public lands for parking and staging 
areas along 1.25 miles of Brown Road, east and west of the project footprint, during 
project construction. 

• Permanent loss of access to public lands for parking and staging areas along 1.59 
miles of Brown Road, within the project footprint and outside of the Kern County 
Brown Road ROW. 

• Continued unauthorized (casual) use of the decommissioned portion of EP0222 and 
other decommissioned routes/trails, following rehabilitation, until the area is 
reclaimed by the desert. 

Non-motorized access 
The Ridgecrest project site is a favorite location for local non-motorized recreation. As 
noted in the General Recreation section above, there are numerous sites that have 
been used for decades within and immediately adjacent to the proposed project 
footprint. Hikers, joggers, and bicyclists regularly use the existing routes and trails on a 
daily or weekly basis. Equestrians, including endurance race riders, use the existing 
routes for regular weekly rides and as the staging points for travel into the El Paso 
Mountains and Golden Wilderness areas. As noted in Motorized Access above, OHVs 
are often used to transport horses and equipment to the staging points, with riders 
continuing on by horseback. According to the West Mojave Plan, this use weighed 
prominently in keeping some of the routes that parallel equestrian endurance courses 
and established trail rides open (WEMO, Chapter 4, p.4-121). The routes and trails 
most frequently used by bicyclists are south of Brown Road, but hikers and joggers use 
both sides of the site, and all bicyclists/pedestrians use Brown Road for access. 

Bicyclists would be the most severely affected by the loss of the project site route and 
trail access. In addition to the temporary loss of unimpeded travel along Brown Road, 
due to the substantial increase of vehicle and heavy truck traffic during construction, 
and loss of access to EP0222 during realignment and transmission line construction, 
bicyclists would permanently lose several trails that connect to published road rides 
(HSC). For example, the El Paso Mountains Time Trial Loop, which begins off 
Randsburg Inyokern Rd (aka Brown Rd, Old 395) south of Ridgecrest and continues to 
Sheep Springs. It runs along the powerline road (EP0222) and is considered usable for 
all ages and experience levels. Some riders use the abandoned railroad bed, but its the 
loose bed surface of crushed stone is not a stable surface for cyclists. The El Paso 
Mountains trail also continues on to the El Paso Mountains Wilderness and Last 
Chance Canyon, via the Sheep Springs/Mesquite Canyon Trail, and connects with 
Garlock Road for the return ride. This trail ride offers scenic views of the northeast slope 
of Black Mountain and opportunities for rock hounding, wildlife viewing and is known for 
its many prehistoric and archeological sites. Without access from Brown Road, through 
the project site, cyclists would need to travel Hwy 395 on unimproved shoulders. As 
shown on Figure C.5-6, five of the primary connector routes and trails [EP0222, 
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EP0223, EP0234, and unnamed (A) and (C)] would be temporarily or permanently 
unavailable for cyclists following the start of project construction. 

Brown Road is also an integral part of the non-motorized use of the proposed project 
site. As noted in numerous public comments, both pedestrians and cyclists use this 
route as a connector between Inyokern and Ridgecrest because it has a well-
maintained, all-weather surface and normally has little vehicle traffic. However, about 
four miles of Brown Road would be impacted by construction of the proposed project. A 
significant increase in vehicle and heavy truck traffic would occur over a period of 
approximately 28 months, seriously affecting the safe use of the road for pedestrians 
and cyclists. Delays related to the construction of access roads, waterline installation, 
and a widening of Brown Road to accommodate the acceleration/deceleration lands for 
those access roads would also occur.  

As a result of the identified loss of use and access, the proposed project would 
substantially disrupt use of this federal recreational area by pedestrians and cyclists 
during all phases of project construction and operation.  To reduce issues of access to 
routes/trails south of the project site, staff proposes Condition of Certification LAND-4, 
which would require the project owner to improve the existing trail along the former 
Southern Pacific Railroad ROW south, from its intersection with Brown Road, for 
approximately three miles, to the intersection with BLM-designated OHV routes 
EP0421, EP0429, and EP0440, as necessary to accommodate year-round non-
motorized use. This would provide viable alternative access to existing hiking and 
bicycle road ride trails. Construction of this trail would be required to be completed 
within 30 days following closure of public access to EP0222 for realignment and 
transmission line construction. 

In addition, the designated and casual routes/trails lost within the project site would be 
further offset by Condition of Certification LAND-5, which would require construction of 
a bicycle lane connecting to the existing bicycle path at the S. China Lake Blvd./Downs 
Road intersection and continuing south to the S. China Lake Blvd/Hwy 395 intersection. 
The path would be constructed concurrent with, and along the same ROW as, the 
proposed waterline alignment along S. China Lake Blvd. This would provide safe 
pedestrian and bicycle travel along the heavily traveled S. China Lake Blvd., assist the 
City of Ridgecrest and Kern County in the development of their bicycle master plans, 
and replace some of the recreational mileage lost with development of the proposed 
project site. (See TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION for additional discussion of this 
condition’s contribution to applicable alternative transportation goals.) 

The increase in traffic along Brown Road during construction would also substantially 
disrupt the safe use of this thoroughfare by cyclists and pedestrians. To reduce the 
safety hazard associated with this construction impact, staff recommends Condition of 
Certification LAND-6, which would require the project owner to construct a temporary 
bicycle/pedestrian path along and parallel to the south side of Brown Road, from the 
Hwy 395/Brown Road intersection to ¼-mile beyond the farthest construction access 
point on Brown Road. The path would provide a safe, stable, all-weather, 
pedestrian/bicycle-friendly surface, but would not be paved. The path would be 
available at least 10 days prior to the start of site preparation and construction and 
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would be removed following the start of plant operations. This would provide reasonable 
avoidance of the potential safety and recreation impacts from construction traffic along 
Brown Road. 

The only remaining residual impacts to non-motorized access would be:  

• Temporary loss of public access along EP0222, to the south, during construction of 
the transmission line realignment and new road segment (reduced significantly by 
implementation of LAND-4). 

• Loss of approximately four miles of casual use trails throughout the project footprint 
(partially compensated for with implementation of LAND-6). 

• Possible temporary interference with access to EP0236, EP02265, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (B).  

Closure  
Construction of the proposed project in any configuration, at the preferred or any 
alternative location, would result in the complete destruction of the existing ecosystem 
and habitat within the facility footprint, an area of approximately 2,000 acres. 
Rehabilitation of the site during the decommissioning process would involve steps to 
dismantle and remove equipment, stabilize soil and drainages, and regrade and 
reshape features. This would return the area to open space, usable for some, if not all, 
of the current recreational uses. However, as revegetation of native plants is not 
proposed and is questionably effective in desert environments, under the best of 
circumstances, it must be assumed that the plant and animal habitat and population 
would be left to natural secondary succession. As a result, restoration of the grazing 
potential and some recreational uses, such as wildflower and bird watching, may never 
be successfully re-established. Other recreational activities, such as OHV use, may also 
be curtailed, due to increased erosion potential.  Therefore, the loss of these uses 
should be considered substantial interference with the eventual return of these federal 
public lands for recreational use. However, conditions of certification recommended 
above would reduce the loss of existing recreational trails and access and provide 
reasonable alternatives to limit the long-term impact from the proposed project. 

C.5.4.5.2.3 Would the proposed project substantially reduce the scenic, 
biological, cultural, geologic, or other important resource value of federal, state, 
local, or private recreational facilities or wilderness area? (NEPA) 
The proposed project has the potential to substantially reduce the biological resource 
values of the area, particularly for the existing desert tortoise population and its habitat 
and wildlife habitat connectivity for the Mohave ground squirrel genetic diversity. The 
project site contains part of the Sierra Foothills Habitat Connector, a particularly 
significant migration corridor linking MGS habitats in the northern and southern desert 
areas, including the El Paso Mountains and Owens Peak Wilderness areas. Staff 
believes that the impacts may not be mitigable. (See BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
section for further discussion, proposed conditions of certification, and determination of 
residual impact.)  

The proposed project would substantially reduce the visual quality and character of the 
existing landscape, a federal recreation (multiple use) area (see §C.5.4.5.2.2 above).  
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Additionally, it is not known if the project would ultimately prove to be consistent with the 
applicable BLM Visual Resources Management (VRM) Class(es), as BLM has yet to 
establish the VRM Class(es) for the project area. (See VISUAL RESOURCES section 
for further discussion, proposed conditions of certification, and determination of residual 
impact.)  

Although there are no state or wilderness areas within the proposed project, part of the 
wilderness experience is the scenic quality and undeveloped nature of the views within 
and from the wilderness areas. There are four wilderness areas within 20 miles of the 
project site. The project would be especially visible from the El Paso Mountains and 
Owens Peak Wilderness areas, only 2.5 and 8 miles from the project site, respectively. 
The views currently encompass relatively pristine desert between the wilderness areas 
and the developed areas of Ridgecrest and Inyokern. Construction of the project 
facilities in the proposed location would move the developed landscape closer to the 
wilderness. However, BLM does not require a visual buffer or scenic easement around 
its wilderness lands. Also, from a distance, simulations predict the solar fields would 
appear as a reflective body of water, with the power block as the only obviously 
developed structure (see Figure DR-CUL-109; SM 2010i) Therefore, while the project 
would adversely affect the wilderness experience, the scenic resource value of the 
wilderness areas would not be substantially reduced.  

The agricultural resources of the affected public recreation lands would not be 
substantially affected (see C.5.4.5.1 above), no wilderness areas would be directly 
impacted, and a similar level of recreational access to wilderness lands would be 
maintained (see C.5.4.5.2.2 and conditions of certification LAND-1, 3, 4 and 6). No 
other important recreational resource value, except as discussed in C.5.4.5.2.2 above, 
would be substantially affected. 

Based on staff conclusions, the project would substantially reduce the scenic and 
biological resources value of federal recreational facilities.   

C.5.4.5.2.4 Would the proposed project directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affect 
the wilderness qualities of size, naturalness, or outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation of a wilderness area or wilderness 
study area; or change the characteristics of a wilderness study area, such that it 
would not contain the qualities necessary for it to be considered for future 
designation as wilderness? 
The project site does not contain or abut any wilderness area or wilderness study area 
and is not close enough to any wilderness area or study area to affect its wilderness 
qualities, except as noted in C.5.4.5.2.3 above. 

C.5.4.5.3 Land Use Compatibility and LORS Compliance 
As required by California Code of Regulations (20 CCR 1744), Energy Commission staff 
must evaluate the proposed project in its entirety, including information provided by the 
project owner in the AFC (and any amendments), project design, site location, and 
operational components, to determine if it would conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project, or that would 
normally have jurisdiction over the project except for the Energy Commission’s 
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exclusive authority. The Energy Commission must also determine whether the project is 
consistent with all applicable federal, state, regional, and local laws, ordinances, 
regulations, and standards (LORS) [PRC §25523(d)(1)] or make specific findings that a 
project’s approval is justified despite its nonconformity (PRC §25525). 

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA, staff also evaluates the 
compatibility with and impacts of the proposed project on existing and approved uses 
and surrounding communities. The land use compatibility of a project is also intrinsically 
tied to its effects on historic land uses and environment of the surrounding area. While 
mentioned in this section, these issues are addressed in detail in the AIR QUALITY; 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES; CULTURAL RESOURCES AND NATIVE AMERICAN 
VALUES; GEOLOGY, PALEONTOLOGY AND MINERALS; HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT; NOISE AND VIBRATION; PUBLIC HEALTH AND 
SAFETY; SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES; SOCIOECONOMICS AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE; TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION; TRANSMISSION 
LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE; and VISUAL RESOURCES sections of this 
document. 

C.5.4.5.3.1 Land Use Compatibility 
The project would be sited entirely on BLM-managed public lands, within the proposed 
ROW, except for the proposed waterline, which would be constructed along S. China 
Lake Rd., beneath Hwy 395, and along Brown Road, entirely within the existing IWVWD 
and Kern County ROWs, and proposed Caltrans ROW. The project site is under federal 
(BLM) jurisdiction and subject to the CDCA and WEMO area plans. Kern County and 
the city of Ridgecrest jurisdictional authority would only apply to any off-site 
infrastructure installation and maintenance activities, outside the BLM boundaries. 
However, both BLM and the Energy Commission consider the general plan land use 
designations, zoning, other plan/policy restrictions, and existing uses on surrounding 
properties to evaluate the compatibility of the project and incorporate conditions and 
restrictions to ensure the project would not result in a significant adverse impact to land 
uses in the area. (See LORS Compliance below for further discussion.)  

The lands within and around the project site are primarily undeveloped high desert, and 
are currently used for recreation, limited grazing, and wildlife habitat. There are also 
scattered private residences outside BLM boundaries that increase in density to the 
east, approaching the city of Ridgecrest. The proposed project would initially affect 
nearly 4,000 acres of this limited multiple use and unclassified land. The project 
footprint would eventually be reduced to approximately 2,000 acres, following 
completion of construction. All existing vegetation, landforms, and drainage, would be 
permanently disrupted11, and all public use of the land for agriculture, recreation, or 
other purposes would be prohibited within the final project footprint, other than within the 
Brown Road ROW that bisects the site. An eight feet tall fence, with one-foot barbed 
wire or razor wire on top, would be constructed along the north and south sides of the 

 
11  Restoration or rehabilitation of existing landforms and habitat, and suitability/availability for uses 

equivalent to current conditions, would not occur during the life of the project (estimated at 30 years or 
longer) and cannot be guaranteed as completely feasible, even if provided for in an approved closure 
and rehabilitation plan. Changes to habitat and suitability for specific uses should be considered 
permanent. 
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facilities, with thirty-foot tall wind fencing, composed of A-frames and wire mesh, along 
the east and west sides of each solar field, excluding both people and wildlife from the 
entire project site. The project would also include two vast mirror fields, north and south 
of Brown Road, and 120-foot-high cooling and transmission towers.  

C.5.4.5.3.1.1 Would the proposed project directly or indirectly divide an 
established community or disrupt an existing or approved land use? 

Divide an Established Community 
The proposed project site is located approximately 4.5 miles southwest of Ridgecrest 
and 8 miles south of Inyokern. It is surrounded by BLM-managed public lands, 
interspersed with a few, large privately-owned properties. Although the newly adopted 
Ridgecrest General Plan [COR 2009(a)] expands the City’s Planning Area12 westward 
to the eastern edge of the proposed project ROW, it does not impinge on the project 
boundaries. Once constructed, it is expected that Hwy 395 would provide a definitive 
boundary between Ridgecrest development to the east and the project site to the west. 
Access to Hwy 395 would not be altered or impeded. Brown Road, which provides the 
primary site access and an access alternative for Hwy 395 or SR 178 from Inyokern to 
Ridgecrest, would only be temporarily affected during construction of the 
acceleration/deceleration lanes and project access roads, deliver of materials, and 
arrival/departure of workers during the construction process. Proposed conditions of 
certification would reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level. (See 
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION section for additional discussion.)  

Private lands in the project vicinity are surrounded by public lands or abut public land in 
a checkerboard type fashion. Existing designated and established trails/roads provide 
access from Brown Road to inholdings and adjacent properties, and off-road access 
from developed properties to the north and east into and across the project site to BLM 
multiple use areas, OHV open areas, and wilderness areas to south, west, and east. 
The surrounding public lands lack developed roads and highways and have rough 
terrain on which street vehicles cannot travel. All-terrain vehicles are often required to 
access these private inholdings. However, a number of existing routings would remain 
unobstructed and full implementation of conditions of certification LAND-1, 3, 4, 5, and 
6 would repair any project-related construction damage to remaining routes/trails and 
provide alternative routes/trails that would be eliminated by the project. As a result, 
connectivity would be maintained and impacts to community access would be less than 
significant (see C.5.4.5.2.2 above).  

 
12  Planning Area: A general plan must “cover the territory within the boundaries of the adopting city or 

county as well as ‘any land outside its boundaries which in the planning agency’s judgment bears 
relation to its planning’ (CCR 2009 §65300).”  The Planning Area established for the Ridgecrest 
General Plan covers a land area of approximately 40 square miles and incorporates lands managed 
by BLM, lands held by the Department of Defense as part of China Lake, and property within Kern 
County jurisdiction.  
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Compatibility with Existing or Approved Land Uses 

Agricultural Use 
Implementation of this project would permanently remove up to 2,000 acres of grazing 
land and access to several staging areas by ranchers using the Cantil Commons 
allotment. However, the project would not jeopardize the continued use or viability of the 
Cantil Commons sheep grazing allotment. Impacts to this existing permitted agricultural 
uses would be less than significant (see C.5.4.5.1.2 and C.5.4.5.1.4 above). The project 
would not disrupt the existing use. 

Residential Use 
Privately-owned properties surrounding the project site are, for the most part, 
established residences on parcels of 5-20 acres or larger. The project would not 
physically intrude onto, block access to, or interfere with any existing or permitted use, 
nor would it prevent future residential development in the area. The proposed project 
would, however, be visually intrusive, especially to those residences closest to the 
project boundaries, resulting in significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on visual 
resources and existing landscape character. Additionally, it is not known if the project 
would ultimately prove to be consistent with the applicable BLM Visual Resources 
Management (VRM) Class(es), as BLM has yet to establish the VRM Class(es) for the 
project area. (See VISUAL RESOURCES section for further discussion.)  This would 
not, however, substantially disrupt use of the adjacent lands for residential purposes. 

Sensitive Receptors 
A proposed siting location may be considered inappropriate if a new source of pollution 
or hazard is located within close proximity to a sensitive receptor. From a land use 
perspective, sensitive receptor sites are those locations where people who would be 
more adversely affected by pollutants, toxins, noise, dust, or other project-related health 
or safety issue are likely to live or gather. Children, those who are ill or immune-
compromised, or the elderly are generally considered more at risk from environmental 
pollutants. Therefore, schools, along with day-care facilities, hospitals, nursing homes, 
and residential areas, are considered to be sensitive receptor sites for the purposes of 
determining a potentially significant environmental impact. Depending on the applicable 
code, close proximity is defined as “within 1000 feet” of a school (California Health & 
Safety Code §§42301.6-9) or within 0.25 miles of a sensitive receptor, under CEQA. 
Proximity is not necessarily the deciding factor for a potentially significant impact, but is 
the threshold generally used to require further evaluation. 

There are several residences within one mile of the project site, but none are located 
within ¼-mile of the proposed project footprint.  A number of residences are located 
east of Hwy 395, across S. Jacks Ranch Road, the proposed eastern boundary of the 
project ROW, at the outskirts of Ridgecrest. The proposed facility location, on and 
generally surrounded by BLM-managed public lands, is approximately one-half mile 
from most areas zoned for residential use or existing residences. There are no schools 
or other sensitive receptors, other than residences, within a one-mile radius of the 
project site (TN55289, Fig.5.8-1). There are individual isolated residences on large 
parcels of 20 acres or more abutting or in the general vicinity, with the closest single 
family residence located approximately 2,500 feet east of the project footprint. 
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Therefore, the proposed project, if built and operated in conformance with the proposed 
conditions of certification contained in this SA/EIS, would not introduce a new source of 
pollution or hazard within close proximity to a sensitive receptor or have a significant 
health- or safety-related impact at any sensitive receptor location. The project would not 
disrupt the existing use. 

Natural Resource Uses 
For the proposed project (Alternative 1), there are significant biological project-specific 
resource impacts that relate directly to existing and permitted land uses. The project site 
is within the boundaries of WEMO, a habitat conservation and land use plan that 
amended the CDCA in 2006. WEMO is intended to conserve and protect the desert 
tortoise, Mojave ground squirrel, and over 100 other sensitive plants and animals 
throughout the western Mojave Desert. Consistent with the CDCA, there are also 
undeveloped lands that are designated for multiple use, including recreation, energy 
production, and mining. WEMO was intended to avoid significant impacts to special 
status species by providing adequate conservation within the Habitat Conservation 
Areas (HCAs), with undeveloped lands outside the HCAs available for future 
recreational needs and development of mining and energy production that can be 
pursued in remote areas. However, development and use of these areas is putting 
increasing pressure on the conserved lands.  (WEMO, p.ES-4) Activities that would 
result in a significant impact or substantial change to the population or viability of a 
protected species within the HCAs would be considered incompatible with an existing 
land use and WEMO. 
 
As noted above, construction of the proposed project would result in the complete 
elimination and exclusion of species and habitat within the project footprint and 
continued disruption and degradation of the areas beneath the transmission corridors 
for the life of the project. The northern two-thirds of the proposed project ROW consists 
of unclassified BLM lands. While it is not designated as a habitat conservation area or 
critical habitat, it has been found to support a high population of Desert Tortoise, a 
federal and state listed species. In addition, the lower one-third of the property is within 
the Mojave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area (MGSCA), a BLM Wildlife Habitat 
Management Area (WEMO, p.2-14). While the project ROW is only a small part of the 
1,280,106 acres of public lands set aside for MGS conservation (approximately 809 
acres), it contains part of the Sierra Foothills Habitat Connector, a particularly significant 
migration corridor linking MGS habitats in the northern and southern desert areas. The 
proposed project has the potential to substantially reduce the biological resource values 
of the project area, particularly for the existing desert tortoise population and its habitat 
and wildlife habitat connectivity for the Mohave ground squirrel genetic diversity. Staff 
believes that the impacts may not be mitigable. The project has the potential to disrupt 
and, therefore, must be considered inconsistent with an existing land use. (See 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES section for further discussion.)   

Cultural/Historic Uses 
The area surrounding the project site is a particularly rich cultural area. The El Paso 
Mountains, especially Black Mountain, are sacred to many local Native American tribes. 
Consultations with tribal representatives indicates that sites and trails within the 
proposed project footprint have historically served as meeting points and conduits for 
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pilgrimages into the El Paso Mountains, with actual locations varying by tribe. Use of the 
location as the project site would disrupt that historic existing use. However, information 
provided by Kawaiisu elders suggests that the tribes also accessed the ceremonial sites 
along several ridgeline routes, areas that would still be accessible and would remain 
outside the proposed ROW.  Implementation of LAND-4 would also provide a potential 
alternative pedestrian route to the south and west that may prove acceptable to native 
peoples. (SM 2010l, DR261) This condition of certification, combined with the 
BLM/State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)/Energy Commission Programmatic 
Agreement (see CULTURAL RESOURCES AND NATIVE AMERICAN VALUES 
section), would limit the disruption of access, although not necessarily its spiritual 
significance to the affected Native American tribes, and reduce any potential cultural 
land use impacts to a less than significant level. 

Aviation and Military Use 
The project site is located approximately seven miles south of the Inyokern Airport (IYK) 
and eight miles south-southwest of the China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station Armitage 
Field (NID). All published arrival and departure procedures for both airports either avoid 
the project site completely or have minimums that place aircraft above any potential 
project-related impacts. [ARPT(a),(c),(e)] None of the project’s physical structures would 
exceed 120 feet in height and are, therefore, well below the 200-foot maximums for 
structures within the affected operational airspace of either airport.  
 
The project site is overlain by military restricted area R-2506, which places limitations 
on the use of airspace above the project site from the surface to 6,000 feet above mean 
sea level (approximately 1,900 feet above ground level at the project site) and provides 
notification that military operations may occur at any time within the designated 
airspace. It is also within the Isabella Military Operating Area (MOA). The Isabella MOA 
is used for military flight activities, including acrobatic or abrupt flight maneuvers, 
intercepts, air combat maneuvering, aerial refueling, and training areas for student 
pilots. It has a minimum altitude of 200 feet above ground level (agl), but the project 
site’s proximity to the Ridgecrest and Inyokern communities and El Paso Wilderness 
generally precludes extremely low altitude flights in the project area. Consistent with the 
Kern County ALUCP, FAR 77, and the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS), development 
within the R-2506 corridor and Isabella MOA requires consultation with the R-2508 
Complex Sustainability Office, China Lake NAWS, and Edwards AFB, to identify any 
potential impacts to military overflights and operations. 
 
The applicant has consulted with the R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office regarding 
military airspace use in the project vicinity. The R-2508 Office has confirmed that RSPP 
structures would comply with military air space requirements. However, radio 
transmissions that may be required for facility operation could produce interference that 
would disrupt military testing and training operations conducted in the project vicinity 
and on the military ranges (SM 2009a, Appendix K). However, full implementation of 
Condition of Certification LAND-5 would eliminate potential mission impacts. (See 
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION section for further discussion.) 
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Use of the R-2505 and R2506 restricted areas for local flight operations13 is not 
precluded, so long as approval is received in advance and does not interfere with the 
military mission. It does, however, require realtime coordination and approval, on a 
case-by-case basis. [KERN 2008(b)] The area surrounding Inyokern Airport, including 
the project site, is an internationally known soaring site. The reliable thermal and 
mountain lift provided by the surrounding ranges, including the El Paso Mountains, 
make this a perfect soaring location for the beginner and expert alike. Many national 
and world sailplane altitude, distance, and speed records have been set in the airspace 
around and above the Inyokern airport. [ARPT(b)] Non-motorized aircraft generally fly 
by visual flight rules (see and avoid)14 and have less ability to react to or recover from 
unexpected flight conditions. The uplift from the RSPP thermal plume is generally 
invisible and may present a hazard to gliders, as well as an attractive nuisance to 
sailplane enthusiasts, intent on improving their soaring records. Full implementation of 
TRANS-12 would reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level. (See 
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION section for further discussion.) Although the potential 
hazard would still remain, pilots would receive adequate warning to avoid or 
compensate for the unexpected lift. 

Recreational Use 
See C.5.4.5.2.2 above. 

Land Uses following Closure and Decommissioning 
Once constructed and in operation, the proposed project has an estimated life of at 
least 30 years. The industrial use currently proposed would then be considered an 
existing use in an area that will probably be bounded by public recreation and natural 
resource lands to the south and west and increased residential encroachment from 
Ridgecrest to the east. Large parcel residential and limited agriculture are likely to 
remain to the north, with some increased residential development. BLM lands to the 
north and east are unclassified and may be subject to sale to the county, city, or private 
ownership as part of the El Paso and Ridgecrest subregion assessment process. The 
expansion of the Ridgecrest Planning Area toward the project area signals an intention 
for the city to expand in that direction. While alternative trails established as mitigation 
to provide access to BLM recreation and wilderness lands to the west, south, and east 
are likely to remain, northerly connectors would probably be replaced with county-
maintained paved roads or private drives. It is also unlikely that closure of the proposed 
generating facility would result in any change to the transmission line corridor, except 
for disconnection and removal of the connecting transmission lines and, possibly, the 
substation. 

Construction of the proposed project in any configuration, at the preferred or any 
alternative location, would have resulted in the complete destruction of the existing 

 
13  Aircraft operating in the traffic pattern or within sight of a tower, or aircraft known to be departing or 

arriving from flight in local practice areas (within a 20-mile radius of the airport), or aircraft executing 
practice instrument approaches at the airport (FAA 2009a). 

14 Visual flight rules (VFR). Flight rules adopted by the FAA that governing aircraft flight using visual 
references. VFR operations specify the amount of ceiling and the visibility the pilot must have in order 
to operate according to these rules. When the weather conditions are such that the pilot cannot operate 
VFR, the pilot must be certified to fly by Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) before taking off. [ARPT(f)] 

http://www.inyokernairport.com/world_altitude_records_article/world_altitude_records.html
http://www.inyokernairport.com/soaring_at_iyk/soaring_at_iyk.html#sailplane_records
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ecosystem and habitat within the facility footprint, an area of approximately 2,000 acres, 
and would have maintained that exclusion for the life of the project. Appropriate 
rehabilitation of the site would need to be revisited to determine consistency with land 
uses existing at the time of closure. A return to the drainages and topography that 
existed at the time of construction may not be appropriate and could, in fact, result in 
unacceptable impacts to surrounding properties. Additionally, the microbiotic crusts 
would be destroyed during construction and operational maintenance would prevent 
reestablishment, precluding rapid revegetation and grazing potential on the land for 
many years following closure.  However, the required Closure and Decommissioning 
Plan includes a provision for rehabilitation of the site to be consistent with land uses 
existing at the time of closure. This would reduce any land use consistency issues to a 
minimum and would not substantially disrupt land uses in the surrounding area. 

C.5.4.5.3.2 Would the proposed project directly or indirectly induce substantial 
population growth in an area? 
Water is a defining growth factor in the Indian Wells Valley.  As indicated in the AFC 
(SM 2009a, p.5.17-23), the Basin is in overdraft, with groundwater pumping at double to 
triple the inflow/recharge annually. Many existing properties outside the IWVWD have 
wells that have failed or are no longer reliable, have potability issues, or are no longer 
economically feasible. As a result, they purchase water from IWVWD or other providers 
and store trucked water on-site for personal use. They may also be unable to develop 
their property because water is not available. Introduction of a waterline along S. China 
Lake Blvd. provides an opportunity for the IWVWD to annex lands into the district and 
offer public water connection to homes and businesses along that alignment.   
Information provided by the applicant (SM 2010a, DR-LURW-249, 250,251 and Figs. 
DR-LURW-249-1 through -3 and 253) indicates that 52 existing dwellings and 47 
potential dwelling units (not including potential second units) could obtain access to 
IWVWD water through annexation of lands along the proposed waterline alignment.  
(See SOIL AND WATER for further discussion.) 
 
It is impossible to know how much the development of homes along this corridor has 
been affected by the lack of public water or how quickly additional homes would be built 
once public water becomes available. It is also unknown whether those residing in these 
homes would be new to the Ridgecrest area or existing renters or homeowners in other 
portions of the city or county. The availability of water in this limited area of Kern County 
is not likely to serve as the catalyst for measureable population growth. However, it may 
indirectly serve a need for additional housing, in conjunction with forecast job growth 
due to the BRAC expansion at China Lake NAWS. Continued major commercial 
expansion to the southwest, along the southern portion of S. China Lake Blvd., and 
existing utility infrastructure to these parcels, would also increase the suitability of 
development in this area. Expansion of the Ridgecrest Planning Area, in the 2010-2030 
General Plan, to encompass this area also points to the City’s encouragement of 
expansion in this direction. The EIR for the General Plan Update [COR 2009(c), p.3.1-
12)] also identified this portion of S. China Lake Blvd. as a scenic corridor for its scenic 
qualities and a potential “gateway(s) to the City”. Expansion of housing construction and 
development of individual parcels along the proposed annexation area may increase 
disproportionally to other areas in and around Ridgecrest, even though the total number 
of new housing units needed may not change. 
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However, most of the land that would be subject to the IWVWD proposed annexation is 
already divided to the minimum parcel size allowed by current or proposed land use 
designations and zoning, with potential environmental impacts related to permitted uses 
addressed when the parcels were zoned. Approximately half of the existing parcels 
already contain the single residence permitted under current zoning, although not 
necessarily the ministerially allowed second dwelling unit (GC 2003). Even if all 
potential primary dwelling units are constructed and occupied by new residents to the 
area, at an average household size of 3.13 persons per dwelling unit, in a single year, 
the increase to the Ridgecrest/Kern County area would only be approximately 150 
people. With a current population of over 28,000 in Ridgecrest, that would equate to an 
increase of only one-half of one percent, if based on the Ridgecrest population alone. 
As this rate of buildout is unrealistic, the potential increase in population would be 
substantially less.  

Therefore, the availability of public water to parcels along the proposed waterline 
alignment and subsequent availability of additional housing would not result in 
substantial population growth for the area, significantly impact existing public facilities, 
or require the construction of new public facilities or additional public services. (See 
SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE section for additional 
discussion.) No other land use aspect of the project would contribute to or induce 
substantial population growth in the Indian Wells Valley.  

C.5.4.5.3.2 LORS COMPLIANCE 
Land Use Table 4 provides a general description of the land use LORS applicable to 
the proposed project, alternatives, and surrounding lands.  

Land Use Table 4 
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

Federal  
California Desert 
Conservation Area 
(CDCA) Plan,1980 as 
Amended; 1999.  
 
 
 
 
 
West Mojave Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
(WEMO); 2006  

The CDCA Plan is a comprehensive, long-range plan for over 12 million 
acres of public California Desert lands, including the Mojave, Sonoran 
Desert, and a small portion of the Great Basin, with goals and specific 
actions for management, use, development, and protection of the lands and 
their resources. The Plan is administered by the BLM and is based on the 
concepts of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental 
quality. All project sites are located within the CDCA boundaries and all but 
one site are on public lands, and are, therefore, subject to the CDCA Plan.  
 
Amendment to CDCA in 2006, with an amended Biological Opinion in 
December 2007. The West Mojave Plan (Plan) is a habitat conservation plan 
and federal land use plan amendment that (1) presents a comprehensive 
strategy to conserve and protect the desert tortoise, the Mohave ground 
squirrel (MGS) and nearly 100 other sensitive plants and animals and the 
natural communities of which they are a part, and (2) provides a streamlined 
program for complying with the requirements of the California and federal 
Endangered Species Acts (CESA and FESA, respectively). 
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Applicable LORS Description 
China Lake Air 
Installation 
Compatibility Use 
Zone (AICUZ) 

Identifies the noise and safety considerations associated with military 
operations at China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Armitage 
Airfield and establishes a compatibility zone to protect military operations 
from incompatible land uses. The AICUZ program identifies the Military 
Influence Area (MIA) for Armitage Airfield and Accident Potential Zones 
(areas where an aircraft-related mishap is most likely to occur). 

State 
Government Code 
§§65940 and 65944  

Requires identification of military installations within 1,000 feet of the 
project site, low-level flight paths, special use airspace, and urbanized 
areas in the project area, and requires consultation among the project 
applicant, public agency, and the affected military branch to reduce the 
potential for impacts to military operations. 

Local 
Kern County General 
Plan (2004), as 
amended through 
March 2007 (KERN 
2004) 

The General Plan is a policy document with planned land use maps and 
related information that are designed to give long-range guidance to those 
County officials making decisions affecting the growth and resources of the 
unincorporated Kern County jurisdiction, excluding the metropolitan 
Bakersfield planning area.  

Kern County Building 
& Construction Code, 
Title 17 

Identifies minimum building standards for the unincorporated territory of Kern 
County. The Code applies to new building construction; installation of new 
mechanical, plumbing, and electrical systems; and existing construction, 
including mechanical, plumbing, and electrical systems. It also applies to all 
construction in the unincorporated Kern County whether owned by private 
persons, firms, corporations or organizations; the United States or any of its 
agencies; any county or city, including the county of Kern; and any authority 
or public entity organized under the laws of the state of California, except 
where exempted by existing LORS. 

Kern County 
Municipal Code, 
Chapter 12.16 
Highway 
Encroachments 

Establishes permitting requirement for changes or disturbance to any part of 
or obstruction to the county roads, including undeveloped rights-of-way. 

Kern County Zoning 
Ordinance, Title 19  
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 19.14 
Limited Agriculture  
(A-1) Zoning District 
 
 
Chapter 19.16 Estate 
(E) Zoning District 

This title is adopted to promote and protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare through the orderly regulation of land uses throughout the 
unincorporated area of Kern County; provide economic and social 
advantages resulting from an orderly planned use of land resources; and 
encourage and guide development consistent with the Kern County General 
Plan. 
 
The purpose of the Limited Agriculture (A-1) District is to designate areas 
suitable for a combination of estate-type residential development, agricultural 
uses, and other compatible uses. Final map residential subdivisions are not 
allowed in the A-1 District. 
 
The purpose of the Estate (E) District is to designate areas suitable for larger 
lot residential living environments. Uses are limited to those typical of and 
compatible with quiet residential neighborhoods. Agricultural uses permitted 
in the E District are accessory uses and shall not be established until a 
primary use is established. 
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Applicable LORS Description 
Kern County 2008 
Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan  

Provides guidance to the County of Kern and incorporated cities of 
Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, and Wasco for 
regulation of land uses around the various public use and military airports 
within the county boundaries. 

Kern County Bicycle 
Facilities Plan 

A guide to developing bicycle transportation facilities, in conjunction with land 
use development, within Kern County. 

City of Ridgecrest 
General Plan (2010-
2030 (2009) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Circulation Element 
(Chapter 6) 

The Ridgecrest General Plan contains six elements, consolidating the seven 
topics required under state law. These elements include: Land Use, Military 
Sustainability, Community Design, Circulation, Open Space and 
Conservation, and Health & Safety. Each element contains the goals and 
policies that will be used by the City to guide future land use decisions. The 
Planning Area for the City incorporates private lands, lands managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and lands held by the Department of 
Defense as part of China Lake, although the City has no formal jurisdiction in 
those areas. The Planning Area covers a land area of approximately 40 
square miles. 
 
This Element analyzes the City's overall circulation system, identifies 
relevant issues to forecast conditions, and recommends a framework of 
goals and policies to achieve the efficient movement of people and goods 
within the City and surrounding area, including motorized and non-motorized 
transportation options. 

City of Ridgecrest 
Zoning Ordinance 
(Chapter XX) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
§20-3.18 Public Utility 
Distribution and 
Transmission Lines  

The purpose of this ordinance is to provide a specific plan to progressively 
achieve the general arrangement of land uses depicted in the General Plan; 
foster a wholesome, serviceable, and attractive living environment beneficial 
development of areas that exhibit conflicting patterns of use, and stability of 
existing land uses, consistent with the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan; prevent excessive population densities and overcrowding of land with 
structures; promote a safe, effective traffic circulation system, provisions for 
adequate off-street parking and truck-loading facilities, and appropriate 
location of community facilities; protect and promote appropriately-located 
commercial and industrial activities, in order to preserve and strengthen the 
City’s economic base, and protect and enhance real property values and the 
City’s natural assets; and to ensure unimpeded development of such new 
urban expansion that is logical and desirable, in conformance with the 
General Plan. 
 
Public utility distribution and transmission lines, both overhead and 
underground, are permitted in all zoning districts without a use permit, 
provided a permit for construction is obtained from the Ridgecrest 
Department of Public Works prior to any new construction or installation of 
such facilities. (Ord. 84-08, A3, § 318) 
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C.5.4.5.3.2.1 Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction, or that would normally 
have jurisdiction, over the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating environmental effects?  

Federal 

California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, as amended by the West Mojave 
Habitat Conservation Plan (WEMO) 
The CDCA Plan is a comprehensive, long-range plan for public California Desert lands, 
including the project site. All project sites and alternatives are located within the CDCA 
boundaries. All but one site [Alternatives 6(a,b)] are on public lands, and are, therefore, 
subject to the CDCA Plan. The West Mojave Plan amended CDCA by adding a habitat 
conservation plan component to the land use planning requirements. From a federal 
(NEPA) perspective and in accordance with federal regulations relating to Public Lands 
(CFR 2001 & 2008), FLPMA, Public Rangelands Improvement Act; Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA); and National Management Strategy for Motorized Off-Highway 
Vehicle Use on Public Lands, all project actions must be in conformance with applicable 
land use plans for public lands administered by BLM. CEQA also requires projects be 
consistent with all applicable federal, state, and local LORS. These include the CDCA 
Plan, as amended by the West Mojave Habitat Conservation Plan (WEMO). Any 
proposals or actions determined not to be in conformance with these plans would 
require a land use plan amendment. 

The project site is located on unclassified and limited multiple use lands. Although the 
CDCA Plan allows the construction of solar power plant projects and electric 
transmission facilities within Multiple-Use Class L, it also requires that new projects, not 
currently included within the plan, be added to the Plan through the Plan Amendment 
process. Therefore, this SA/EIS also acts as the mechanism for analyzing a Plan 
Amendment that adds the RSPP facility to the Plan. The Plan Amendment decision 
would be part of the BLM Record of Decision for the issuance of a right-of-way grant, 
and would occur after publication of the Final EIS.  

The CDCA Plan also requires that new transmission facilities be located within 
appropriately designated corridors. An approximately one-mile wide utility corridor, 
designated by the CDCA Plan and Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, runs 
north-south across the western portion of the Project site. The Project’s gen-tie line and 
switchyard would be located entirely within the designated utility corridor. On December 
16, 2009, BLM reviewed the Corridor Conflict Analysis provided by the applicant and 
determined there would be ample room to accommodate existing and future utility 
sitings through the corridors. In addition, the applicant has submitted an application to 
the BLM requesting a ROW to construct the proposed project and its related facilities 
(SM 2010c).  

As noted in §C.5.4.5.2.2 above, the Recreation Element of the CDCA Plan specifies 
that “…lands managed by the Bureau are especially significant to recreationists” (BLM 
1980). Congress also specified, when the CDCA was adopted, that “the use of all 
California desert resources can and should … provide present and future use and 
enjoyment, particularly outdoor recreation uses...” (FLPMA, Section 601). The proposed 
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project would significantly impact the availability of and access to BLM-managed, 
publicly-owned recreational lands. However, full implementation of conditions of 
certification LAND-1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would substantially reduce the loss of recreational 
use and access (to a less than significant level under CEQA). Given the unclassified 
status of a portion of the project site and multiple use priorities of the remainder of the 
ROW and the CDCA amendment, the project would then be considered consistent with 
the recreational requirements of CDCA.  

Impacts to agricultural uses and rangeland would be less than significant (see 
§C.5.4.5.1) and there would be no impact to Wilderness resources, although there 
would be some minor residual impact to Wilderness recreational access (see 
C.5.4.5.2.2). 

The BLM’s approval of an amendment for the project; balance of multiple use priorities, 
combined with mitigation provided by the proposed conditions of certification listed 
above; and siting of the transmission line and switchyard within the existing designated 
utility corridor, would make the project consistent with the CDCA Plan, absent the 
restrictions of the WEMO amendment (see below).  

West Mojave Habitat Conservation Plan  
The West Mojave Plan (WEMO) is a habitat conservation plan and federal land use plan 
amendment to the CDCA that (1) presents a comprehensive strategy to conserve and 
protect the desert tortoise, the Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) and nearly 100 other 
sensitive plants and animals and the natural communities of which they are a part, and 
(2) provides a streamlined program for complying with the requirements of the California 
and federal Endangered Species Acts (CESA and FESA, respectively). For this reason, 
any proposed land use that exceeds the Plan’s thresholds of significance (WEMO, Vol. 
1, Chapter 4, pp. 4-2,3) or that would interfere with the conservation and protection of 
these sensitive species would be inconsistent with WEMO. As noted in § C.5.4.5.2.3, 
the proposed project has the potential to substantially reduce the biological resource 
values of the project area, particularly for the existing desert tortoise population and its 
habitat and wildlife habitat connectivity for the Mohave ground squirrel genetic diversity. 
Staff believes that the impacts may not be mitigable. (See BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
section for further discussion, proposed conditions of certification, and determination of 
residual impact.) The proposed project is not consistent with this element of the WEMO 
plan. 

Because of the multiple use mandate for public lands, the thresholds of significance for 
impacts to recreational uses must also be considered (see §C.5.4.5.2.2). The proposed 
project would exceed the WEMO thresholds of significance in the following areas: 

• Loss of access to an area of historic recreational importance (Recreation). 

• Loss of access to historically important recreation access point or staging areas 
(Motorized Vehicle Access). 

However, full implementation of LAND-1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 would provide similar or 
generally equivalent alternative sites and access, reducing the potential impacts to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, the project would be considered consistent with 
the recreational aspects of WEMO. 
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China Lake Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) 
The China Lake AICUZ was established to protect military operations in and around 
Armitage Field from incompatible land uses. According to the AFC (Figure 5.7-4), the 
project footprint is not located within any Accident Potential Zone. A small portion of the 
proposed project ROW is located within the AICUZ footprint and the MIA. This area is 
located in Noise Zone 1, which includes areas where Community Noise Exposure Level 
(CNEL) is between 60 to 65 CNEL. However, no structures are proposed in this area. 
The project is consistent with the avoidance requirements of this plan. (See the NOISE 
AND VIBRATION for further discussion.) 

State  

Government Code §§65940 and 65944   
The proposed project and all alternative sites are within the boundaries of the R-2508 
Complex, a special use airspace, specifically the R-2506 restricted area and Isabella 
MOA. Consistent with GC §§65940 and 65944, the applicant has consulted with the R-
2508 Complex Military Sustainability Office and provided a letter from the Sustainability 
Office to the lead agencies, identifying those actions necessary to avoid any impact to 
military operations (SM 2009a, Appendix K). Staff has proposed Condition of 
Certification LAND-7 in response to that information, which, when implemented, would 
eliminate potential mission impacts. The project is consistent with the requirements of 
this portion of the California Government Code.  

Local  
The project would be sited entirely on BLM-managed public lands, within the proposed 
ROW, except for the proposed waterline, which would be constructed entirely within the 
existing IWVWD and Kern County ROWs, and proposed Caltrans ROW. The project 
site is under federal (BLM) jurisdiction and subject to the CDCA and WEMO area plans. 
Kern County and the city of Ridgecrest jurisdictional authority would only apply to any 
off-site infrastructure installation and maintenance activities, outside the BLM 
boundaries. The proposed project and all alternatives are consistent with the applicable 
Kern County and City of Ridgecrest LORS, as discussed below. 

Kern County General Plan (2004), as amended through March 2007 

The Kern County General Plan designates the project site and surrounding BLM lands 
as State and Federal Non-Jurisdictional Lands (Figure C.5-7). Privately owned 
properties surrounding the project site have General Plan land use designations (GP 
LUDs) for Resource Management (8.5) and Residential (5-20 acre minimum parcel 
size). The county ROW for the proposed waterline along S. China Lake and Brown 
Roads does not appear to have a separate LUD from surrounding properties. Kern 
County GP policies related to the project site and Non-Jurisdictional Lands include the 
following: 

• Policy 1:  Coordination and cooperation will be promoted among the County, the 
incorporated cities, military bases, and the various special districts where 
their planning decisions and actions affect more than a single jurisdiction. 



  LAND USE, RECREATION, 
March 2010 C.5-43 AND WILDERNESS 

• Policy 5:  The County land use regulations do not apply to property administered by 
the State or federal Government in the absence of Memorandums of 
Understanding indicating otherwise. However, County land use 
regulations may apply to other public entities subject to provisions of 
State law. 

Actions consistent with these policies have been followed throughout the project’s 
licensing process. 

Kern County Building & Construction Code, Title 17 
Kern County Building Code would apply to all construction outside federal lands and to 
construction on federal lands, to the extent that the standards do not conflict or override 
state and federal requirements.  As noted in the AFC (SM2009a, §5.7), the project is 
designed to meet all required building and construction standards and would meet or 
exceed all standard applicable building permit requirements. Federal public lands 
pursuant to a ROW grant under FLPMA Section 501, 43 USC 1761, are required to 
comply with State "siting, construction, operation, and maintenance" standards that are 
more stringent than equivalent Federal standards. However, the U.S. Court of Appeals 
for the Ninth Circuit has held that the Federal government has the right to exercise its 
authority to grant ROWs for facilities, consistent with FLPMA, free of any regulatory 
interference by local agencies. No county building permit would be required for any 
construction on federally managed public lands. 

Kern County Municipal Code  

Chapter 12.16 Highway Encroachments 

The project proposes to install a water pipeline to supply water to the project site. 
Portions of this pipeline alignment would be within the Kern County ROWs for S. China 
Lake Blvd. and Brown Rd. This section of the Kern County Municipal Code requires an 
encroachment permit and, in some cases, a franchise agreement for any disturbance 
within established Kern County rights-of-way. In a letter from the Kern County Planning 
Department (KPCD 2010a), the county indicates that a franchise agreement would be 
required before the project could install the waterline within these ROWs; staff concurs 
(see LAND-5). 

This same Condition of Certification would act as partial mitigation for the loss of 
recreational access into and through the proposed project site (see §C.5.4.5.2.2). 
Construction of this bicycle path would require an encroachment permit for that portion 
of S. China Lake Blvd ROW from the Ridgecrest city limits to the S. China Lake 
Blvd/Hwy 395 intersection. 

Finally, the project proposes to construct acceleration/deceleration lanes and two site 
access roads on Brown Rd. (see TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION). These would 
also require encroachment permits from Kern County prior to the start of any 
construction.  



LAND USE, RECREATION,   
AND WILDERNESS C.5-44 March 2010 

Full implementation of conditions of certification LAND-5 and related conditions of 
certification in the WATER AND SOIL and TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
sections would ensure consistency with Chapter 12.16 of the Kern County Municipal 
Code. 

Title 19 Kern County Zoning Code 

Kern County zoning regulations only apply to those portions of the project that would 
occur on private lands within the jurisdiction of Kern County.  There are no private lands 
within the proposed project footprint, although the waterline would be installed within the 
existing Kern County road ROWs for Brown Road and S. China Lake Blvd (see Chapter 
12.16 above). Properties adjoining the proposed project site have zoning designations 
of A-1 (Limited Agriculture) and E (Estate) zoning. The proposed project footprint would 
provide a sufficient buffer between the facilities and adjacent privately-owned properties 
to preclude any significant impact to uses permitted by current zoning.  

Kern County 2008 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (KCALUCP) 
The KCALUCP is intended to establish criteria and procedures to ensure the 
compatibility of surrounding land uses with airport operations.  The proposed project is 
outside the airport planning area for the Inyokern Airport and is, therefore, not subject to 
the Inyokern Airport land use restrictions. 

The proposed project site is also outside the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for the China 
Lake Naval Air Weapons Station Armitage Field (NID). However, it is within the R-2808 
Complex and the R-2806 restricted area, which require heightened scrutiny to avoid 
uses that may conflict with military operations (see TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION for 
complete discussion).  These include stricter requirements for structures over 50 feet 
tall, equipment that may emit radio and communication frequencies, and review of 
environmental documents. The proposed project has equipment with the potential to 
interfere with military electronics, as noted in the Aviation and Military Use discussion of 
§ C.5.4.5.3.1 above. It also has structures that exceed 50 feet in height and is within the 
R-2806 restricted area. (KERN 2008(b), pp.154-156) Condition of Certification LAND-7 
addresses potential electronic interference and conditions of certification in TRAFFIC & 
TRANSPORTATION impose requirements for military reporting and lighting 
requirements.  The proposed project would be consistent with the KCALUCP with full 
implementation of these conditions of certification. 

Kern County Bicycle Facilities Plan 
This plan consolidates bicycle plans from throughout the county, and identifies existing, 
funded, and proposed routes. Staff is proposing a condition of certification that would 
require the project owner to construct a multi-use bicycle/pedestrian path from the end 
of the existing path at the intersection of Down’s Street and S. China Lake Blvd. in 
Ridgecrest to the intersection of S. China Lake Blvd. and Hwy 395. This is a heavily 
traveled portion of the regional transportation system and a primary access route into 
and out of Ridgecrest. The existing bike path ends at Down’s Street in Ridgecrest, with 
only a paved shoulder along the remainder of S. China Lake Blvd. to Hwy 395. This 
route is used regularly by local residents for bicycle commuting and recreation; 2.9 
percent of Ridgecrest residents commute to work by bicycle. It is also part of several 
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local road ride routes and a primary access route to several published time trial routes 
and recreation trails (see §C.5.4.5.2.2 Non-Motorized Access above).  

The proposed condition of certification would: (1) provide a safe, accessible, and 
convenient bicycling facility along a major arterial circulation route; (2) support and 
encourage increased levels of bicycling and walking; and (3) promote the use of 
bicycles as an integral component of the regional multi-modal transportation network. 
This is consistent with all the goals of the Plan. It would also facilitate the Plan’s 
objectives by: (1) providing an essential link in the development of a continuous and 
easily accessible bike path system within the region; (2) provide a means to minimize 
bicycle/automobile/pedestrian conflicts along S. China Lake Blvd.; and (3) facilitate the 
development of non-motorized transport in the Ridgecrest area, thereby contributing to 
a reduction of motor vehicle use and reduced air emissions. Finally, it is consistent with 
the Plan’s policies that require all development to evaluate and limit its impacts on the 
city/county transportation system, including bicycle system; would require the facility to 
be constructed consistent with the Highway Design Manual (Chapter 1000 – Bikeway 
Planning and Design); and would be constructed in conjunction with installation of the 
proposed project waterline within the existing ROW. The segment of bike path proposed 
in LAND-5 is currently listed as a proposed project in the Plan. (KERN 2001, p.28). 
Therefore, implementation of LAND-5 would be consistent with the Kern County Bicycle 
Facilities Plan. 

City of Ridgecrest 2010-2030 General Plan  
The Planning Area for the Ridgecrest General Plan incorporates lands within the 
Ridgecrest city limits, as well as private lands, lands managed by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), and lands held by the Department of Defense as part of China 
Lake in the area surrounding the City. However, the City has no formal jurisdiction 
outside its city limits or over federal or state lands. The proposed project would be 
constructed entirely within a BLM-issued ROW that abuts the Ridgecrest Planning Area 
along S. Jacks Ranch Rd. It would also include off-site construction of a water line along 
the existing IWVWD ROW, at its water storage facility, and continuing along the ROWs 
for S. China Lake Blvd. and Brown Rd., to the project site. Although the proposed BLM 
ROW abuts S. Jacks Ranch Rd., the actual project footprint is expected to remain west 
of Hwy 395. There should be no impact to the existing land use designations within the 
Planning Area. Aside from consistency with road ROW requirements of Ridgecrest and 
Kern County, the City of Ridgecrest has no jurisdiction over this project. 

Circulation Element (Chapter 6) 

The Circulation Element of the Ridgecrest General Plan addresses current and future 
motorized and non-motorized transportation issues within the Ridgecrest Planning Area. 
The footprint for the proposed project is outside Ridgecrest jurisdiction. However, staff 
has proposed Condition of Certification LAND-5, which, if implemented, would construct 
a bicycle path along S. China Lake Blvd., a portion of which would be within the 
Ridgecrest city limits and Planning Area. Construction of the bicycle path along the 
proposed alignment would require consultation with the City of Ridgecrest and would be 
consistent with the non-motorized circulation plan (COR 2009(a) Figure 6-3). 

City of Ridgecrest Zoning Ordinance (Chapter XX) 
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§20‐3.18 Public Utility Distribution and Transmission Lines 

As noted above, the proposed project footprint would be entirely on public lands, except 
for the proposed waterline along S. China Lake Blvd. and Brown Rd. As part of this 
alignment is within Ridgecrest city limits, it would be subject to any restrictions placed 
on it by City zoning regulations. However, public utility distribution and transmission 
lines, both overhead and underground, are permitted in all zoning districts without a use 
permit, provided a permit for construction is obtained from the Ridgecrest Department of 
Public Works prior to any new construction or installation of such facilities. Condition of 
Certification LAND-5 requires the project owner to submit construction design plans for 
review by the City of Ridgecrest, Kern County, and Energy Commission Compliance 
Project Manager (CPM) and obtain any applicable permits prior to the start of any 
construction.  

C.5.4.5.3.4 Would the proposed project conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or biological opinion? 
The proposed project is subject to the West Mojave Habitat Conservation Plan 
(WEMO), including restrictions associated with the Mojave Ground Squirrel 
Conservation Area in the southern portion of the project ROW and actions required to 
protect special status species from significant project-related impacts throughout the 
proposed ROW and on surrounding lands. There are no Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) within the proposed ROW or affected by the proposed project. 

The land use proposed by the project would conflict with the intent of the MGSCA to 
limit impacts to MGS habitat and preserve critical migration corridors for genetic 
diversity. The proposed project is on the northern boundary of the MGSCA. Therefore, 
although it would reduce the total acreage in the MGSCA, it would not result in 
extensive new fragmentation of the area. It would, however, result in take and adverse 
effects on the species through impacts to the Sierra Foothills Habitat Connector that 
may not be mitigable. This constitutes a significant effect on biological resources and 
conflicts with WEMO. (See BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES section for further discussion.) 
The Biological Opinion (B.O.) for this project has not been completed and is, therefore, 
unavailable for review. The most recent B.O. for this area was completed in conjunction 
with the WEMO amendment to the CDCA in 2006, and is reflected in the consistency 
analysis of the project under WEMO (see §C.5.4.5.3.3 above). 

Additionally, the proposed project would result in impacts to recreation that would 
exceed the WEMO thresholds of significance in the following areas (see §C.5.4.5.2.2): 

• Loss of access to an area of historic recreational importance (Recreation). 

• Loss of access to historically important recreation access point or staging areas 
(Motorized Vehicle Access). 

However, full implementation of LAND-1, 3, 4, 5, & 6 would provide similar or generally 
equivalent alternative sites and access, reducing the potential impacts to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the recreational aspects of 
WEMO. 
 



Land Use Table 5 
Project Compliance with Applicable Land Use LORS 

Applicable LORS Basis for Consistency 

Consistent with LORS?  

Alt. 1 
Preferred 
Project Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 

Alt. 5 
No Project

Alt. 6 
(a,b)* 

Federal    
California Desert 
Conservation Area 
(CDCA) Plan,1980 
as Amended; 1999.  
West Mojave Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
(WEMO); 2006  

Proposed project is consistent with the CDCA 
multiple use mandates; and conservation and 
protection requirements for sensitive species, 
agricultural, rangeland, and recreation. Potential 
impacts would not exceed WEMO thresholds of 
significance or would be mitigated to avoid or 
substantially reduce any potential impacts to a less 
than significant level. 

No Yes No No N/A Yes 

China Lake Air 
Installation 
Compatibility Use 
Zone (AICUZ) 

No structures are proposed in the AICUZ. The 
project is consistent with the avoidance 
requirements of this plan. 

Yes Yes N/A Yes N/A N/A 

State    
Government Code 
§§65940 and 65944 

Consultation has occurred between applicant, 
military liaison, and staff. Staff has proposed 
mitigation to avoid impacts to military operations in 
special use airspace. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes 

Local  
Kern County General 
Plan (2004), as 
amended through 
March 2007  

Applicable only to non-federal lands. All project-
related actions off-site would conform with GP LUD 
restrictions and requirements. Lead agency actions 
consistent with applicable policies throughout the 
project’s licensing process. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes 
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Applicable LORS Basis for Consistency 

Consistent with LORS?  

Alt. 1 
Preferred 
Project Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 

Alt. 5 
No Project

Alt. 6 
(a,b)* 

Kern County Building 
& Construction 
Code, Title 17 

Applicable only to the extent that standards are no 
stricter than state and national building codes for 
construction on public lands. All off-site construction 
is consistent with Kern County requirements. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes 

Kern County 
Municipal Code, 
Chapter 12.16 
Highway 
Encroachments 

Consistent with permitting requirements for 
encroachment into Kern County road ROWs, with 
implementation of LAND-5, 6. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes 

Kern County Zoning 
Ordinance, Title 19  
 
 
 
Chapter 19.14 
Limited Agriculture  
(A-1) Zoning District 
and Chapter 19.16 
Estate (E) Zoning 
District 

Applicable only to non-federal lands. All project-
related actions off-site, including waterline 
installation within Kern County Public Works ROW 
would conform with zoning restrictions and 
requirements. 
 
Proposed land uses are consistent with or would not 
impede permitted uses of adjacent lands.  
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

Yes 
 
 
 
 

N/A 
 
 
 
 

N/A 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

Kern County 2008 
Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan 

Consistent with the requirements concerning airport 
operations at Inyokern and Armitage Airports, with 
implementation of LAND-7 and TRANS-12. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A Yes 

Kern County Bicycle 
Facilities Plan 

Construction of the bicycle/pedestrian path proposed 
in Condition of Certification LAND-5 would be 
consistent with the route alignment, and the goals, 
policies, and implementation measures of the 
Bicycle Facilities Plan. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A 
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Applicable LORS Basis for Consistency 

Consistent with LORS?  

Alt. 1 
Preferred 
Project Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 

Alt. 5 
No Project

Alt. 6 
(a,b)* 

City of Ridgecrest 
General Plan (2010-
2030) - Circulation 
Element (Chapter 6) 

Project is outside City of Ridgecrest jurisdiction, 
except for the off-site waterline alignment. 
Construction of the bicycle/pedestrian path proposed 
in Condition of Certification LAND-5 would be 
consistent with the route alignment, and the goals, 
policies, and implementation measures of the 
General Plan Circulation Element. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A 

City of Ridgecrest 
Zoning Ordinance  
§20-3.18 Public 
Utility Distribution 
and Transmission 
Lines 

Only a portion of the proposed project waterline 
alignment is within Ridgecrest jurisdiction. The 
project would meet all permitting and notification 
requirements for this project element, as required in 
Condition of Certification LAND-5. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A 

*  See ALTERNATIVES Section B.2.7.1 of this document for analysis of Alternates 6a and 6b (Garlock site). 
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C.5.4.5.4 Cumulative Land Use Effects 
As noted in other sections, the impacts of a project are not analyzed in a vacuum, either 
individually within a project or without consideration of other land use changes that have 
or may occur in the same vicinity.  Incremental, project-specific impacts that may not be 
substantial on their own may, when combined with other project-related impacts or 
similar impacts from other projects, result in a substantial and cumulatively significant 
effect on current and future land use in the project vicinity.  
 
Under the CDCA and WEMO land use plans, development and conservation are both 
priorities for public lands surrounding the project area and management for multiple use 
and sustained yield is emphasized. Projects proposed throughout these areas 
encompass a wide range of uses, including energy production and transmission, 
livestock grazing, mineral extraction, recreation, and conservation of special status 
species and their habitats. As a result, the consequences of these uses may overlap, 
resulting in impacts that cumulatively exceed the effects of individual projects. 

C.5.4.5.4.1 Geographic Scope of Analysis  
The geographic scope of the project’s land use and recreational cumulative impact is 
divided into three areas:  
A. Incremental, project-specific impacts analyzed within this document that contribute 

to or result in a substantial change or significant impact to land use and/or recreation 
in the project area. 

B. Local area, defined as within a radius of approximately 20 miles of the proposed 
project site and the general confines of the Indian Wells Valley. 

C. Regional area, defined as within the California Desert District (CDD), primarily in the 
area managed by the BLM’s Ridgecrest office. 

There are no Wilderness Areas that would be measurably affected by the proposed 
project. 

Local Area 
The project site is in the Indian Wells Valley, a high-desert area encompassing Brown, 
Salt Wells, and Inyokern Valleys. Bounded by four mountain ranges, five designated 
wilderness areas, and the China Lake Military Operations range, the lands surrounding 
the project area are geologically isolated from other portions of the CDD and present a 
relatively distinct land area for the purposes of analyzing local CEQA and NEPA 
cumulative impacts. 

There are a total of six renewable energy projects proposed or in progress within a 
radius of approximately 20 miles from the project site. These include two solar projects 
(including the proposed project) on approximately 11,395 acres; and seven wind 
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projects, on a total of about 66,215 acres15. (See Land Use Table 6 below.) In addition, 
there are five major projects that are not energy-related, but have the potential to impact 
current and future land uses. (See Land Use Table 7 below.)   

Regional Area 
From a regional perspective, the project area is located in the northwestern portion of 
the California Desert District (CDD), an area containing approximately 11 million acres 
of public lands that includes portions of Kern, Inyo, Los Angeles, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Orange, Imperial and San Diego counties. While the geology of the area 
generally isolates the Ridgecrest site, project impacts to the overall availability of 
conservation areas, individual species, availability of undeveloped lands and resources, 
wilderness access, and recreational use within the larger CDD must be considered. In 
addition to the projects identified within the local area, there are four additional solar 
projects proposed over 18,747 acres of public lands and 22 wind projects on 143,937 
acres of public lands (as of March 14, 2010), within a radius of 90 miles from the project 
site (see Land Use Table 8), roughly corresponding to the CDCA boundaries of the 
Ridgecrest Field Office jurisdiction in Kern, Inyo, and San Bernardino counties.  
 
Even more renewable energy projects are proposed on public lands in surrounding 
counties from Los Angeles and Bakersfield to the Arizona and Nevada borders (see 
Cumulative Analysis Tables 1A & 1B). While the Ridgecrest project would add 
acreage to the projected one million acres of renewable energy projects expected in the 
California desert, its location and surrounding topography would limit its potential 
contribution to desert-wide cumulative effects. 
 

 
15  Acreage reflects the total ROW requested in the current applications submitted to BLM. The final 

acreage totals should be at least ⅓  to ½ less, consistent with the final project footprint following 
completion of construction. 



Land Use Table 6 
Current and Foreseeable Renewable Energy Projects – Local Area 

Type of 
Project 

BLM Serial 
Number Applicant/Holder Acres MW Geographic Area Status of Application 

Solar Thermal CACA49016 Solar Millennium, LLC 
(Proposed Project) 3,995 250 Near Ridgecrest, on Brown Rd., west 

of Hwy 395 intersection 
POD received 
(revised 2/2/10) 

Solar PV CACA49511 First Solar 
(formerly OptiSolar, Inc.) 7,400 600 

E of Ridgecrest, along boundary of 
China Lake NWC thru Poison 
Canyon in Hwy 178/Trona corridor 

Re-established application; 
Obsidian site 

Wind CACA48948 Renewergy, LLC 7,645 Pending 
testing 

Rand Mountain area – Laurel & El 
Paso Peaks 

Initial application incomplete. EA 
required. Biological & cultural 
surveys pending. 

Wind CACA49394 Wind Power Partners LLC 2,258 Pending 
testing 

Short Canyon, immediately W of the 
Hwy 14/395 intersection 

Application rcvd.; mapping in 
progress 

Wind CACA49547 Competitive Power Ventures, 
LLC 38,347 Pending 

testing Bird Springs / Inyokern MOA for cost recovery 

Wind CACA49581 

Little Lake South Renewables, 
LLC (Applicant) 
RES American Development 
(holder) 

4,120 Pending 
testing 

Along Hwy 395, 15 mi N of the Hwy 
14/395 intersection 

Split out of south part of 
CACA45386, to be processed 
separately, but simultaneously;  

Wind CACA50020 Brewer Energy Co. 4,502 Pending 
testing 

El Paso Mountains (Black Hills), west 
side of Hwy 395; immediately S and 
W of proposed project 

New application; 3 met towers; 
Native American consultation 

Wind CACA50319 Debenham Energy, LLC 7,943 Pending 
testing 

Summit Range; crosses Hwy 395 
(Searles Hills); near Fremont Valley 

New application; up to 8 met 
towers/2 right away; Native 
American consultation 

Wind CACA51386 LH Renewable, LLC 1,400 Pending 
testing 

WNW of project site, along and on 
both sides of Hwy 14. 

6 met towers; resource conflict; 
pending GIS review; Sequoia 
Forest site 

  TOTAL ACREAGE 77,610    
Source: BLM 2009 (b,c); BLM 2010(b); SM 2010c 
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Land Use Table 7 
Other Current and Foreseeable Projects – Local Area 

Type of 
Project Project Name 

Applicant/ 
Agency Project Description Location Status of Application 

Public Utility 
Expansion 

Wastewater 
Treatment Plant 

(new construction) 

City of 
Ridgecrest 

Construct new WWTP to accommodate 
foreseeable growth 

TBD, within Ridgecrest city 
limits. Estimated completion 
2011 

Request for Qualifications 
issued October 2009 

Federal 
Base Realignment 

and Closure 
(BRAC) 

U.S. Navy 
Expansion of NAWS China Lake to accommodate 
increased testing and training operations. Expected 
to create 2000-4000 new jobs and a need for up to 
2,700 new homes in the Ridgecrest area. 

China Lake Naval Weapons 
Center 

Final EIR published 2004; 
BRAC procedures in 
process 

Private/ 
Commercial 

Ridgecrest 
Wal-Mart and 
Retail Center 

Wal-Mart 
Use of 28.5 undeveloped acres for a 205,000 sq. ft. 
retail center and fueling station; widening of 
Bowman Rd. from S. China Lake Blvd to Sunland 
St., two new access roads. 

Near the intersection of S. 
China Lake Blvd and E. 
Bowman Rd.; 5 mi NE of 
project site; within Ridgecrest 
city limits 

Final EIR published 
September 2009 

Highway 
Improvements 

Freeman Gulch 
Four-Lane Project Caltrans 

Conversion of a portion of SR 14 from two lane 
conventional highway to a four-lane, divided, 
controlled-access expressway 

SR 14, from 0.8 mi N or 
Redrock/Inyokern Rd to 2.2 
mi S of junction w/Hwy 395 

Construction scheduled 
for 2012-2015 

Highway 
Improvements 

Inyokern Four-
Lane Project Caltrans Widen approximately 15.5 miles of Hwy 395 from 

two-lane highway to a four-lane expressway 
Hwy 395 from 1.1 mi S of S. 
China Lake Blvd to 1 mi N of 
SR 14  

Approval of MND/EA 
expected by October 
2010. No start date has 
been established. 

Source: COR 2009(d), NWS-CL; COR 2008; Caltrans 2007, 2008, & 2010 
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Land Use Table 8 
Renewable Energy Projects – Regional Area 

Type of 
Project 

BLM Serial 
Number Applicant 

Acres 
(approx.) MW Geographic Area 

Status of Application 
(All projects “pending” unless otherwise noted) 

Solar PV CACA48820 First Solar Development Inc.  5,300 279 NW of the Hwy 14/58 intersection 
POD received; land check underway 
Name: Desert Sapphire 

Solar PV CACA48948 First Solar Development Inc. 6,495 745 W of Hwy 395, approx. 4-8 mi N of 
Hwy 58/395 intersection 

Revised POD (2/9/10); land check in 
progress; 
Name: Garnet  

Solar Thermal CACA49576 Power Partners Southwest, 
LLC 1,920 300 W of Hwy 14, approx.8-14 mi N of 

the Hwy 14/58 intersection 
Application rcvd; outside MGS 
Conservation Area 

Solar Thermal CACA50103 Power Partners Southwest, 
LLC 5,032 300 Harper area, near Hinkley; N of 

Hwy 58 2/2/10 – 1st in line; POD requested 

  Total Solar Acreage 18,747    

Wind CACA09501 Cameron Ridge LLC 640 Unknown 
Immediately S of Hwy 58, approx. 
10 miles W of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

NEPA Analysis approved; Authorized for 
wind Energy facilities (type and size 
unknown); ROW lease expires 12/31/2028 

Wind CACA13528 Alta Wind1 LLC 160 1,500 
Tehachapi Wind Resource Area, 
about 100 miles N of Los Angeles; 
S of Hwy 58, approx. 13 miles SW 
of the Hwy 14/58 intersection 

Authorized ROW for Oak Creek repower + 
80 acres; expires 12/31/2038 

Wind CACA13768 Cameron Ridge LLC 250+ Unknown 
Immediately S of Hwy 58, approx. 8 
miles W of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

NEPA Analysis Approved; Authorized for 
Wind Energy facilities (type and size 
unknown); ROW lease expires 12/31/2028 

Wind CACA44611 Alta Windpower Development, 
LLC 1,546 Pending 

testing 
Along and on either side of Hwy 58, 
beginning approx. 6 mi west of the 
Hwy 14/58 intersection 

4 met towers; Authorized 2/2010; ROW 
expires 12/2012 
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Type of 
Project 

BLM Serial 
Number Applicant 

Acres 
(approx.) MW Geographic Area 

Status of Application 
(All projects “pending” unless otherwise noted) 

Wind CACA45220 Los Angeles Dept. of Water 
and Power 25,000 N/A 

Extending approx. 10 miles along a 
corridor approx. 2 mi W and parallel 
to Hwy 14, beginning ~6 miles north 
of the Hwy 14/58 intersection 

Authorized; Pine Tree Canyon 
Transmission Line; ROW expires 2036 

Wind CACA45386 

Little Lake South Renewables, 
LLC (Applicant) 
RES American Development 
(holder) 

13,989 Pending 
testing 

Along Hwy 395, 28 mi N of the Hwy 
14/395 intersection 

Rose Valley/Little Lake site; Northern part 
of CACA045981 (see Land Use Table 6 
above) 

Wind CACA46805 Horizon Wind Energy 10,073+ Pending 
testing S of Hwy 58,12 mi west of Barstow Authorized; Iron Mountain project; 3 met 

towers; expires 12/31/10 

Wind CACA46844 Horizon Wind Energy 720 Pending 
testing 

6 mi north of Barstow & I15/Hwy 
58/40 intersection 

Authorized; Waterman Hills project; 2 met 
towers; expires 12/31/10 

Wind CACA46978 Renewable Management 
Corporation 536 Pending 

testing 
Approx. 2 miles S of Hwy 58, about 
8 miles W of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

2 met towers; several isolated lots 

Wind CACA47847 Boulevard Associates, LLC 9,706 Pending 
testing 

~12 mi NW of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

North Sky River Project; 4 met towers; 
land status checked 

Wind CACA47848 Alta Windpower Development, 
LLC 7,245 Pending 

testing 

Tehachapi Wind Resource Area, 
about 100 miles N of Los Angeles; 
S of Hwy 58, approx. 13 miles SW 
of the Hwy 14/58 intersection 

10 met towers; mix of public/private lands; 
acreage is for public lands only 

Wind CACA48471 Power Partners Southwest, 
LLC 10,240 Pending 

testing 12 mi N of Barstow Lone Mountain project; 1 met tower 

Wind CACA48536 Alta Windpower Development, 
LLC 1,228 Pending 

testing 
10 mi SW of Mojave, W of Hwy 
14/138 Soledad Mountain project: 7 met towers 

Wind CACA48537 Alta Windpower Development, 
LLC 9,279 Pending 

testing 
W of Hwy 395, approx. 15 mi S of 
Ridgecrest Met tower project 
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Type of 
Project 

BLM Serial 
Number Applicant 

Acres 
(approx.) MW Geographic Area 

Status of Application 
(All projects “pending” unless otherwise noted) 

Wind CACA49112 AES Seawest, Inc. 8,592 Pending 
testing 

~15 mi NW of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

6 sites; met tower project; Bio survey 
pending 

Wind CACA49577 Power Partners Southwest, 
LLC 276 Pending 

testing 
6 mi S of Hwy 58, 10 mi SW of 
Mojave Avalon site; 1-3 met towers 

Wind CACA50170 Debenham Energy, LLC 19,023 Pending 
testing 

Along Hwy 395, 28 mi N of the Hwy 
14/395 intersection 

North Haiwee area; Type II wind 
application 

Wind CACA50171 AES Seawest, Inc. 120 Pending 
testing 

Immediately N of Hwy 58, approx. 6 
miles W of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

Type II Met tower project 

Wind CACA51016 Riverside Wind Energy, LLC 11,174 Pending 
testing 

Approx. 10 miles N or the Hwy 
14/58 intersection Met tower project 

Wind CACA51335 Alta Wind 1 LLC 584+ Pending 
testing 

Immediately S of Hwy 58, approx. 8 
miles W of the Hwy 14/58 
intersection 

Golden Square Project; 2-60 meter met 
towers 

Wind CACA51454 Jawbone Canyon Power 
Partners, LLC 12,356 Pending 

testing 
Approx. 15 mi W of Hwy 14 and 
Red Rock Canyon State Recreation 
Area 

4 met towers 

Wind CACA51561 Power Partners Southwest, 
LLC 1,200+ Pending 

testing 

Tylerhorse Canyon area; S of Hwy 
58, approx. 15 miles SW of the Hwy 
14/58 intersection and E of 
Tehachapi Willow Springs Rd. 

Tylerhorse Wind Project; 36 wind turbines 

  Total Wind Acreage 143,937+    
  TOTAL ACREAGE 162,684+    

Source: BLM 2009 (b,c), as of 3/10/10 
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C.5.4.5.4.1 AGRICULTURE LANDS AND RANGELANDS 

Local Area 
The term “agricultural lands” in the western Mojave generally refers to irrigated grazing 
lands, field crops of alfalfa, or orchards. Water usage for agricultural purposes indicates 
a decrease in irrigated crops in the Indian Wells Valley of over 50% since 1985 (IWVWD 
2003, pp.3-30, 5-4).  Alfalfa and oat fields for fodder have virtually disappeared from 
farms along the Hwy 395 corridor and pistachio production declined from over 235 
acres in 2003 to a little more than 85 acres in 2005. There is no irrigated farmland within 
the project boundaries or surrounding properties. However, water for the proposed 
project would come from the same basin as water for the remaining agricultural uses. 
As noted in the SOILS AND WATER section of this document, the Indian Wells Valley 
Groundwater Basis is already significantly overdrafted and the project’s water needs will 
exacerbate that condition. As a result, increased cost of and controls on water use is 
making it prohibitive for farmers to continue production. Although staff has 
recommended a condition of certification (SOIL & WATER-3) that is intended to reduce 
project impacts on groundwater levels to a less than significant impact, not all impacts 
would be mitigated and the project’s contribution to the existing overdraft would be 
cumulatively considerable. Therefore, project water usage, unless fully mitigated, may 
also indirectly impact those farmers seeking to maintain agricultural uses in the Indian 
Wells Valley. However, given the ongoing decrease in agricultural production in the 
Valley since the mid-1980s, there is no way to quantify how much of an indirect impact, 
if any, would be related to the project. 

The BLM Ridgecrest District office manages approximately 2,500,000 acres of 
rangeland for the grazing of sheep and cattle. The Cantil Common Rangeland Grazing 
Allotment, which surrounds the project site, is only one of more than 35 grazing 
allotments in the Indian Wells Valley and surrounding foothills, although it is the largest 
at over 300,000 acres. Loss of grazing acreage due to project placement is not 
expected to significantly impact the viability of the Cantil Common allotment (see 
§C.8.4.5.1.4). However, the proposed placement of four proposed wind projects 
(CACA050020, 048948, 050319 and 051386), along with the proposed project, when 
considered with the topography of the area, could substantially disrupt access of the 
flocks to the southern and northeastern portions of the allotment. Also, a loss of use on 
nearly 20,000 acres in the northern third of the allotment could severely limit access to 
and usability of the remaining acreage in the area, especially when combined with the 
quality of forage (generally only fair) and limitations related to desert tortoise habitat 
within that portion of the allotment’s boundaries. This would result in a cumulative loss 
of reasonable access to more than 80,000 acres of ephemeral sheep foraging area, a 
threshold of significance under WEMO, in the local project area. The final BLM ROW 
acreage would conform with the final project footprint, which would allow continued 
access to all remaining parts of the grazing allotment. Although this would prevent the 
project from contributing to a cumulative reduction of access, that concession would not, 
by itself, be sufficient to avoid a substantial cumulative disruption of access and use if 
the wind projects are built on the acreage and footprint currently proposed.  
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Regional Area 
There is very little agricultural activity within the regional area identified for this project.  
However, as noted above, the BLM Ridgecrest District office manages approximately 
2,500,000 acres of rangeland for the grazing of sheep and cattle, with more than 35 
grazing allotments in the Indian Wells Valley and surrounding foothills (see Land Use 
Figure C.5-1). Although the proposed project would not contribute to a significant loss 
of acreage or access to existing grazing allotments, it does not mean that significant 
loss will not occur. However, information regarding realistic loss of acreage due to 
actual construction of the proposed regional wind and solar project is not available at 
this time. 

C.5.4.5.4.2 RECREATION AND WILDERNESS 
Project-specific recreational use and access impacts, if mitigated as proposed in the 
conditions of certification, would not significantly contribute to any cumulative local or 
regional recreational impact that could result when considered with other proposed wind 
and solar projects proposed in the southern portion of the El Paso subregion. However, 
it is possible that development of all other proposed projects would result in a 
cumulative and immitigable impact to recreational access from the project area south 
and west to the El Paso Mountain Wilderness area. 

C.5.4.5.5 CEQA Level of Significance 
Under the proposed project (Alternative 1): 

• Impacts to agriculture area would be less than significant. 

• Impacts to recreation would be less than significant with the implementation of 
LAND-1 through LAND-6. 

• Consistency with federal, state, and local LORS would be ensured with 
implementation of LAND-5, 7, and 8. 

• Project-specific loss of grazing land use and access would not significantly 
contribute to any cumulative agricultural or rangeland impact. 

• Project-specific recreational access impacts, if mitigated as proposed in the 
conditions of certification, would not significantly contribute to any cumulative 
recreational impact that could result when combined with other proposed wind and 
solar projects proposed in the southern portion of the El Paso subregion. However, 
that does not preclude the possibility that cumulative impacts to recreational access 
from other projects could be significant. 

C.5.4.5.6 NEPA Compliance 
Under Alternative 1: 

• The effects on the agricultural resource value of established federal rangelands 
within the California Desert Conservation Area are minor, both locally and regionally 
and do not exceed the significance thresholds for livestock grazing (WEMO, p.4-3). 
No further analysis is required.  

• The effects on recreational activities and resources would be locally substantial, but 
relatively minor from a regional perspective. The project would result in a loss of 
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access to an area of historic local recreational importance. This would constitute a 
significant impact under WEMO (WEMO, p.4-3). Staff has proposed Conditions of 
Certification LAND-1 through LAND-6 that, if fully implemented, would substantially 
reduce potential impacts to recreational resources and their use.  

• The effects on recreational resources within the established Wilderness areas and 
public access to those resources would be minor and does not exceed any 
established threshold of significance. No further analysis is required.  

• Project activities at all phases of construction, operation, and closure would conform 
with BLM plans, policies, and procedures, through implementation of the NEPA and 
CDCA Amendment process. Staff has also proposed Conditions of Certification 
LAND-7 and 8 that, if fully implemented, would ensure consistency with applicable 
local and state land use LORS.  

• If all proposed solar and wind projects currently licensed or pending on BLM lands in 
the Indian Wells Valley are actually constructed, along with the attendant loss of 
recreational access, the loss, in conjunction with the impact from this project, would 
be substantial and, possibly, immitigable., especially in the southern and western 
portions of the El Paso subregion. However, with implementation of the proposed 
Conditions of Certification, the project would not substantially contribute to these 
potential cumulative impacts. 

C.5.4.5.7 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
The setting and existing conditions detailed in Section C.5.4.1 above apply to the 
proposed project (Alternative 1) and all other project alternatives, except Alternative 5 
(No Project) and Alternatives 6a and 6b (see the ALTERNATIVES section for 
evaluation of Alternative 6a and 6b).  Project differences are noted in the general 
description of the alternative. The Setting and Existing Conditions section is not 
repeated for each alternative.  

Agricultural and Rangeland impacts, as well as those to Wilderness, are less than 
significant and would not be significantly reduced by any of the alternatives, except 
Alternative 5 (No Project). Alternatives 6a and 6b have differing agricultural issues, as 
they are not sited on public lands, but those alternatives are not addressed in this 
section. The Assessment of Impacts for Agriculture and Rangelands and Wilderness 
sections are not repeated for each alternative. Any differences are noted in the general 
description of the alternative. 

Staff’s analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with applicable federal, state, and 
local land use LORS is presented in C.5.4.5.3.2 and LAND USE Table 4, and applies to 
the proposed project and all other alternatives. The Land Use compatibility discussion 
as presented in C.5.4 above also applies to the proposed project and all project 
alternatives, except Alternative 5 (No Project) and Alternatives 6a and 6b. As with the 
setting and existing conditions, project differences are noted in the general description 
of the alternative and the Land Use Compatibility and LORS Compliance section is not 
repeated for each alternative. 

Land use alternatives to the proposed project (Alternative 1), as identified in the 
following table, are analyzed below: 
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Land Use Table 6 
Project Alternatives 

 Proposed Alternative Acres MW 
Federal 
Nexus 

1 

Reconfigured Proposed Project 
(Reconfigure existing fields to avoid El 
Paso Wash, add additional fields north and 
south; move power block to north, adjust 
transmission interconnection) 

1944 250 Yes 

2 Northern Unit only 1118 + 16.3 acres for 
water line ~146 Yes 

3 Southern Unit only 

809 + 16.3 acres for 
water line + 58.2 acres 
for power line 
realignment 

~104 Yes 

4 Original Proposed Project 

1742 + 18 acres for 
water line + 33.7 acres 
for power line 
realignment 

250 Yes 

5 No Project/No Action 0 0 Yes 
6a Garlock Rd Private Land Alternative 2000 250 No 
 6b PV Technology 2000 250 No 

C.5.4.5.7.1 Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 contains the same elements as the proposed/preferred project, but would 
only develop the northern solar field and associated power block. The transmission 
corridor, T-line realignment, off-site waterline alignment, and impacts to Brown Road 
and S. China Lake Blvd. would remain unchanged (see applicable sections of C.5.4 
above). 

Alternative 2 would consist of 167 solar collector array loops, with a net generating 
capacity of approximately 146 MW, occupying approximately 1,135 acres of public land 
north of Brown Road. This alternative would retain 58 percent of the proposed solar 
array loops of the proposed 250 MW project. The boundaries of Alternative 5 are shown 
in Alternatives Figure 1.  

Alternative 2 would be located within the proposed ROW, north of Brown Road, 
depicted as the northern solar field and power block in the proposed project. This 
alternative is analyzed because it would (1) eliminate about 42 percent of the proposed 
project area, reducing substantial impacts created by the proposed project, especially 
those related to biological resources (desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel), 
cultural resources, and recreational uses, and (2) completely avoid construction impacts 
in the Mohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area (MGSCA). 

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would transmit power to the grid through 
the planned SCE 230-kV substation. The power block, covering approximately 18 acres, 
would remain north of Brown Road, as proposed by Alternative 1, and would include all 
operational power facilities, structures, transmission lines, and related electrical 
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systems; potable and treated water tanks; and auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment 
system, diesel-powered emergency generator, and firewater system). However, 
Alternative 2 would not require the relocation of the two existing SCE transmission lines. 

C.5.4.2.2 Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation  

Agriculture and Rangeland 
Alternative 2 would limit the loss of grazing land within the Cantil Commons allotment to 
approximately 825 acres. It would also allow access to and use of staging areas and 
routes/trails along the south side of Brown Road.  

Wilderness and Recreation 
Elimination of the southern solar field would allow access to and use of trail routes 
leading to the El Paso Wilderness area and connecting routes to the Golden Valley 
Wilderness, south of Ridgecrest. It would also allow use of staging areas along the 
south side of Brown Road. However, although the historic star party site would be 
available, light from the proposed project would make it unusable for astronomical 
observations. 

Recreational impacts discussed in Alternative 1 (see C.5.4.5.2.2) apply to this 
alternative only as they relate to the area north of Brown Road and restrictions to 
access related to increased traffic and construction impacts along Brown Road. 
Conditions of certification LAND-2 through LAND-8 would still apply and would 
substantially reduce any potential impacts to recreational use and access. 

The remaining residual impacts to recreational access to and use of the federal 
recreational lands within and around the proposed project site would be:  

• Loss of specific established recreational sites within the northern project footprint. 

• Degradation of the “dark sky” conditions surrounding the project site with installation 
of on-site security and operational lighting. 

• Loss of approximately 1-1/2 miles of casual use trails throughout the project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to public lands for parking and staging 
areas along 1.25 miles of Brown Road, east and west of the project footprint, during 
project construction. 

• Permanent loss of access to public lands for parking and staging areas along 1.59 
miles of the northern side of Brown Road, within the project footprint and outside of 
the Kern County Brown Road ROW. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to approximately four miles of Brown 
Road and routes/trails that require access from Brown Road, during project 
construction (partially compensated for with implementation of LAND-6). 

• Continued unauthorized (casual) use of the decommissioned trails, following 
rehabilitation, until the area is reclaimed by the desert. 
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Cumulative Land Use Effects 
As with Alternative 1, the project would not, with full implementation of all applicable 
conditions of certification, have a measurable cumulative land use or recreational 
impact. 

C.5.4.2.3 CEQA Level of Significance 
Under Alternative 2: 

• Impacts to agriculture area would remain less than significant. 

• Impacts to recreation would be less than significant with the implementation of 
LAND-1 through LAND-6. 

• Consistency with federal, state, and local LORS would be ensured with 
implementation of LAND-7 and 8. 

• Project-specific impacts, if mitigated as proposed in the conditions of certification, 
would not significantly contribute to any cumulative impact that could result when 
combined with other proposed wind and solar projects proposed in the region. 
However, that does not preclude the possibility that cumulative impacts from other 
proposed projects could be significant. 

C.5.4.2.4 NEPA Compliance 
Under Alternative 2: 

• The effects on the agricultural resource value of established federal rangelands 
within the California Desert Conservation Area are minor, both locally and regionally 
and do not exceed the significance thresholds for livestock grazing (WEMO, p.4-3). 
No further analysis is required.  

• The effects on recreational activities and resources would be locally substantial, but 
relatively minor from a regional perspective. The project would result in a loss of 
access to an area of historic local recreational importance. This would constitute a 
significant impact under WEMO (WEMO, p.4-3). Staff has proposed Conditions of 
Certification LAND-2 through LAND-6 that, if fully implemented, would substantially 
reduce potential impacts to recreational resources and their use.  

• The effects on recreational resources within the established Wilderness areas and 
public access to those resources would be minor and do not exceed any established 
threshold of significance. No further analysis is required.  

• Project activities at all phases of construction, operation, and closure would conform 
to BLM plans, policies, and procedures, through implementation of the NEPA and 
CDCA Amendment process. Staff has also proposed Conditions of Certification 
LAND-7 and 8 that, if fully implemented, would ensure consistency with applicable 
local and state land use LORS.  

• If all proposed solar and wind projects currently licensed or pending on BLM lands in 
the Indian Wells Valley are actually constructed, along with the attendant loss of 
recreational access, the loss, in conjunction with the impact from this project, would 
be substantial and, possibly, immitigable., especially in the southern and western 
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portions of the El Paso subregion. However, with implementation of the proposed 
Conditions of Certification, the project would not substantially contribute to these 
potential cumulative impacts. 

C.5.4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 
Alternative 3, the Southern Unit facility, would be located primarily south of Brown Road, 
within the boundaries of the ROW proposed in Alternative 1. The power block for this 
alternative would remain on the north side of Brown Road, still within the original 
proposed ROW. This alternative is analyzed because it would eliminate about 58 
percent of the proposed project area reducing substantial impacts created by the 
proposed project, especially those related to desert washes, biological resources 
(desert tortoise), cultural resources, and recreational uses. However, impacts to the 
MGSCA would increase slightly over the proposed project due to the expanded footprint 
within the MGSCA boundaries. 

Alternative 3 would consist of 119 solar array loops with a net generating capacity of 
approximately 104 MW, and would occupy approximately 826 acres of land. This 
alternative would retain 42 percent of the proposed solar array loops and would affect 
42 percent of the land of the proposed 250 MW project.  

The boundaries of Alternative 3 are shown in Alternatives Figure 2. This area would 
avoid a large portion of the El Paso Wash and associated sensitive biological resources 
north of Brown Road, including areas that were mapped as occupied desert tortoise and 
Mohave ground squirrel habitat (live tortoise and/or active burrows and sign).  
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would transmit power to the grid through 
the planned SCE 230-kV substation, to be located near the proposed project site. The 
power block, spanning approximately 18 acres, would remain north of Brown Road, as 
proposed in Alternative 1 and would include all operational power facilities, structures, 
transmission lines and related electrical system; potable and treated water tanks; and 
auxiliary equipment (i.e., water treatment system, diesel-powered emergency generator, 
and firewater system). Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would require the 
relocation of the two existing SCE transmission lines. 

C.5.4.3.1 Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation  

Agriculture and Rangeland 
Alternative 3 would limit the loss of grazing land within the Cantil Commons allotment to 
approximately 1,076.8 acres. It would also allow access to and use of most staging 
areas and routes/trails along the north side of Brown Road.  

Wilderness and Recreation 
Elimination of the northern solar field would preserve trail routes leading from adjacent 
private inholdings to Brown Road. However, connecting routes to the Golden Valley 
Wilderness, Spangler Hills, and other OHV sites south of Ridgecrest would be 
compromised as indicated in Alternative 1. Impacts to Wilderness access and resources 
would remain less than significant. 
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Recreational impacts discussed in Alternative 1 (see C.5.4.5.2.2) apply to this 
alternative only as they relate to the area south of Brown Road; any casual trails 
eliminated by construction of the power block and access road; and restrictions to 
access related to increased traffic and construction impacts along Brown Road. 
Conditions of certification LAND-1 through LAND-8 would still apply and would 
substantially reduce any potential impacts to recreational use and access. 

The remaining residual impacts to recreational access to and use of the federal 
recreational lands within and around the proposed project site would be:  

• Loss of specific established recreational sites within the northern project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of public access along EP0222, to the south, during construction of 
the transmission line realignment and new road segment. 

• Degradation of the “dark sky” conditions surrounding the project site with installation 
of on-site security and operational lighting. 

• Loss of approximately 3-1/2 miles of casual use trails throughout the project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to public lands for parking and staging 
areas along 1.25 miles of Brown Road, east and west of the project footprint, during 
project construction. 

• Permanent loss of access to public lands for parking and staging areas along 1.59 
miles of the southern side of Brown Road and approximately 0.5 miles along the 
north side of Brown Road, within the project footprint and outside of the Kern County 
Brown Road ROW. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to approximately four miles of Brown 
Road and routes/trails that require access from Brown Road, during project 
construction (partially compensated for with implementation of LAND-6). 

• Continued unauthorized (casual) use of the decommissioned trails, following 
rehabilitation, until the area is reclaimed by the desert. 

Cumulative Land Use Effects 
As with Alternative 1, the project would not, with full implementation of all applicable 
conditions of certification, have a measurable cumulative land use or recreational 
impact. 

C.5.4.2.3 CEQA Level of Significance 
Under Alternative 3: 

• Impacts to agriculture area would remain less than significant. 

• Impacts to recreation would be less than significant with the implementation of 
LAND-1 through LAND-6. 

• Consistency with federal, state, and local LORS would be ensured with 
implementation of LAND-7 and 8. 
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• Project-specific impacts, if mitigated as proposed in the conditions of certification, 
would not significantly contribute to any cumulative impact that could result when 
combined with other proposed wind and solar projects proposed in the region. 
However, that does not preclude the possibility that cumulative impacts from other 
proposed projects could be significant. 

C.5.4.2.4 NEPA Compliance 
Under Alternative 3: 

• The effects on the agricultural resource value of established federal rangelands 
within the California Desert Conservation Area are minor, both locally and regionally 
and do not exceed the significance thresholds for livestock grazing (WEMO, p.4-3).  

• The effects on recreational activities and resources would be locally substantial, but 
relatively minor from a regional perspective. The project would result in a loss of 
access to an area of historic local recreational importance. This would constitute a 
significant impact under WEMO (WEMO, p.4-3). Staff has proposed Conditions of 
Certification LAND-1 through LAND-6 that, if fully implemented, would substantially 
reduce potential impacts to recreational resources and their use.  

• The effects on recreational resources within the established Wilderness areas and 
public access to those resources would be minor and do not exceed any established 
threshold of significance.  

• Project activities at all phases of construction, operation, and closure would conform 
to BLM plans, policies, and procedures, through implementation of the NEPA and 
CDCA Amendment process. Staff has also proposed Conditions of Certification 
LAND-7 and 8 that, if fully implemented, would ensure consistency with applicable 
local and state land use LORS.  

• If all proposed solar and wind projects currently licensed or pending on BLM lands in 
the Indian Wells Valley are actually constructed, along with the attendant loss of 
recreational access, the loss, in conjunction with the impact from this project, would 
be substantial and, possibly, immitigable., especially in the southern and western 
portions of the El Paso subregion. However, with implementation of the proposed 
Conditions of Certification, the project would not substantially contribute to these 
potential cumulative impacts. 

C.5.4.2.5 Alternative 4  
Alternative 4 is Alternative 1, as originally proposed. It would also be located at the 
proposed project site and is being analyzed because it would reduce the amount of land 
developed within the Mojave Ground Squirrel Conservation Area and would transmit the 
full megawatts of power that Solar Millennium has requested. 

Alternative 4 would consist of 278 solar array loops, with a net generating capacity of 
approximately 250 MW and would occupy approximately 1,760 acres of land. This 
alternative would occupy ~755 acres north of Brown Road and ~685 acres south of 
Brown Road. The transmission interconnection would be 1,250 feet in length. The 
boundaries of Alternative 4 are shown in Alternatives Figure 3. This project footprint 
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contains two desert ephemeral washes that would require redirection and smaller dry 
desert washes that traverse the site. In addition, this site is the location of prime desert 
tortoise and the MGSCA.  

The bioremediation unit would be located north of Brown Road, within the proposed 
project footprint and the power block and ancillary facilities would be located south of 
Brown Road on approximately 18 acres, in addition to the transmission line and switch-
yard (5.5 acres). Alternative 4 would require the relocation of the two existing SCE 
transmission lines. 

C.5.4.4.1Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation  

Agriculture and Rangeland 
Alternative 4 would limit the loss of grazing land within the Cantil Commons allotment to 
approximately 1,775.7 acres. The level of impact is comparable to Alternative 1 (see 
C.5.4.5.1). 

Wilderness and Recreation 
Recreational impacts discussed in Alternative 1 (see C.5.4.5.2.2) apply to this 
alternative as well. Conditions of certification LAND-1 through LAND-8 would apply and 
would substantially reduce any potential impacts to recreational use and access. 
 
The remaining residual impacts to recreational access to and use of the federal 
recreational lands within and around the proposed project site would be:  

• Temporary loss of public access along EP0222, to the south, during construction of 
the transmission line realignment and new road segment. 

• Degradation of the “dark sky” conditions surrounding the project site with installation 
of on-site security and operational lighting. 

• Loss of approximately four miles of casual use trails throughout the project footprint. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to public lands for parking and staging 
areas along 1.25 miles of Brown Road, east and west of the project footprint, during 
project construction. 

• Permanent loss of access to public lands for parking and staging areas along 1.59 
miles of Brown Road, on both sides, within the project footprint and outside of the 
Kern County Brown Road ROW. 

• Temporary loss of or interference with access to approximately four miles of Brown 
Road and routes/trails that require access from Brown Road, during project 
construction (partially compensated for with implementation of LAND-6). 

• Continued unauthorized (casual) use of the decommissioned trails, following 
rehabilitation, until the area is reclaimed by the desert. 

Impacts to Wilderness access and resources would remain less than significant. 



  LAND USE, RECREATION, 
March 2010 C.5-67 AND WILDERNESS 

Cumulative Land Use Effects 
As with Alternative 1, the project would not, with full implementation of all applicable 
conditions of certification, have a measurable cumulative land use impact. 

C.5.4.4.2 CEQA Level of Significance 
Under Alternative 4: 

• Impacts to agriculture area would be less than significant. 

• Impacts to recreation would be less than significant with the implementation of 
LAND-1 through LAND-6. 

• Consistency with federal, state, and local LORS would be ensured with 
implementation of LAND-5, 7, and 8. 

• Project-specific loss of grazing land use and access would not significantly 
contribute to any cumulative agricultural or rangeland impact. 

• Project-specific recreational access impacts, if mitigated as proposed in the 
conditions of certification, would not significantly contribute to any cumulative 
recreational impact that could result when combined with other proposed wind and 
solar projects proposed in the southern portion of the El Paso subregion. However, 
that does not preclude the possibility that cumulative impacts to recreational access 
from other projects could be significant. 

C.5.4.5.6 NEPA Compliance 
Under Alternative 4: 

• The effects on the agricultural resource value of established federal rangelands 
within the California Desert Conservation Area are minor, both locally and regionally 
and do not exceed the significance thresholds for livestock grazing (WEMO, p.4-3).  

• The effects on recreational activities and resources would be locally substantial, but 
relatively minor from a regional perspective. The project would result in a loss of 
access to an area of historic local recreational importance. This would constitute a 
significant impact under WEMO (WEMO, p.4-3). Staff has proposed Conditions of 
Certification LAND-1 through LAND-6 that, if fully implemented, would substantially 
reduce potential impacts to recreational resources and their use.  

• The effects on recreational resources within the established Wilderness areas and 
public access to those resources would be minor and does not exceed any 
established threshold of significance.  

• Project activities at all phases of construction, operation, and closure would conform 
with BLM plans, policies, and procedures, through implementation of the NEPA and 
CDCA Amendment process. Staff has also proposed Conditions of Certification 
LAND-7 and 8 that, if fully implemented, would ensure consistency with applicable 
local and state land use LORS.  

• If all proposed solar and wind projects currently licensed or pending on BLM lands in 
the Indian Wells Valley are actually constructed, along with the attendant loss of 
recreational access, the loss, in conjunction with the impact from this project, would 
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be substantial and, possibly, immitigable., especially in the southern and western 
portions of the El Paso subregion. However, with implementation of the proposed 
Conditions of Certification, the project would not substantially contribute to these 
potential cumulative impacts. 

C.5.4.5.7 Alternative 5  
With Alternative 5, the No Project/No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not 
be undertaken. Unless BLM implements an amendment to the CDCA Plan, the BLM 
land on which the project is proposed would continue to be managed within BLM’s 
framework of a program of multiple use and sustained yield, and the maintenance of 
environmental quality in conformance with applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and 
land use plans. The No Action alternative is the only alternative that must be analyzed 
in an EIS that does not respond to the purpose and need for the action. 

The No Project Alternative under CEQA or the No Action Alternative under NEPA 
defines the scenario that would exist if the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project 
were not constructed. The CEQA Guidelines state that “the purpose of describing and 
analyzing a ‘no project’ alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts 
of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed 
project” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 15126.6(i)). The No Project analysis in this SA/Draft 
EIS considers existing conditions and “what would be reasonably expected to occur in 
the foreseeable future if the project were not approved…” (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14 § 
15126.6(e)(2)). Under NEPA, the No Action Alternative is used as a benchmark of 
existing conditions by which the public and decision makers can compare the 
environmental effects of the proposed action and the alternatives.  

If the No Project/No Action Alternative were selected, the construction and operational 
impacts of the Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not occur. There would be no 
grading of the site, no loss of resources or disturbance of approximately 1944 acres of 
desert habitat, no impacts to cultural resources, and no installation of power generation 
and transmission equipment.  

C.5.4.5.7.1 No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project and amend the CDCA 
land use plan to make the area available for future solar development. 
Under this alternative, the proposed RSPP would not be approved by the Energy 
Commission, but BLM would amend the CDCA Land Use Plan to specifically allow solar 
projects on the site. Although speculative, it is possible that another solar energy project 
could be constructed on the project site. However, any future proposals would 
encounter the same environmental issues as the proposed project. 

The results of the No Project/No Action Alternative would be the following: 

• The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which 
the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent 
with BLM’s land use plan, including another solar project. 

• The benefits of the proposed project in reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 
gas-fired generation would not occur. Both State and Federal law support the 
increased use of renewable power generation. 
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If this project is not approved, renewable projects would likely be developed on other 
sites in the Mojave Desert or in adjacent states as developers strive to provide 
renewable power that complies with utility requirements and State/Federal mandates.  

C.5.4.5.7.2 No Action on Ridgecrest Solar Power Project application and amend 
the CDCA land use plan to make the area unavailable for future solar 
development. 
Under this alternative, the proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project would not be 
approved by the Energy Commission and BLM would amend the CDCA Plan to make 
the proposed site unavailable for future solar development. As a result, no solar energy 
project would be constructed on the project site and BLM would continue to manage the 
site consistent with the existing land use designations in the CDCA Land Use Plan, as 
amended by WEMO. There would be no loss of recreational access or use, loss of 
grazing land, or any other project-related impacts. 

C.5.4.5.1 Setting and Existing Conditions 
The land use setting for the No Project/No Action Alternative is the same as that 
identified for the proposed project site and associated linear facilities.  

C.5.4.5.2 Assessment of Impacts and Discussion of Mitigation 
With the No Project /No Action Alternative, no project-related impacts would occur.  

C.5.4.5.3 CEQA Level of Significance 
Under the No Project/No Action alternative, land use impacts to the proposed project 
site and area would be similar as those currently occurring under the existing conditions 
in the area. Land use impacts currently occurring would continue and existing issues of 
development, growth, recreational impact, loss of agricultural land, and climate change 
would not be altered or disrupted by any project-related impacts. No impact. 

C.5.4.5.4 NEPA Compliance 
As with the CEQA Level of Significance discussed above, existing issues and concerns 
would continue without the influence of any project-related impacts. 

C.5.4.6 ALTERNATIVE 6 (A & B) 
These alternatives are not sited on public lands and are only subject to review under 
CEQA. See the ALTERNATIVES section of this SA/Draft EIS for the CEQA analysis of 
these alternatives. 

 



C.5.4.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED PROJECT 
Land Use Table 7 

Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternatives* 
Impact 
Would the project: 

Alternative 1 
Proposed Project 

(250MW) 

Alternative 2 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 

Alternative 3 
Southern Unit 

(104 MW) 

Alternative 4 
Original Proposed 
Project (250MW) 

Alternative 5 
No Action/No 

Project** 
Convert Farmland to 
non-agricultural uses 

No impact No impact No impact  No impact No impact. 

Conflict with existing 
agricultural zoning or a 
Williamson Act 
contract 

Transitory impacts to 
agricultural uses on 
properties adjoining the 
proposed waterline 
alignment 
No impact on Williamson 
Act contract 

Transitory impacts to 
agricultural uses on 
properties adjoining the 
proposed waterline 
alignment 
No impact on Williamson 
Act contract 

Transitory impacts to 
agricultural uses on 
properties adjoining the 
proposed waterline 
alignment 
No impact on Williamson 
Act contract 

Transitory impacts to 
agricultural uses on 
properties adjoining the 
proposed waterline 
alignment 
No impact on Williamson 
Act contract 

No impact 

Other changes that 
would convert 
Farmland or forest land 
to other uses 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact 

Disrupt agricultural 
activities or reduce 
agricultural resource 
value on established 
federal rangelands in 
the CDCA 

Remove ~2,000 acres from 
Cantil Commons grazing 
allotment and agricultural 
use 
Remove access and 
staging areas along 1.59 
miles of Brown Road 

Remove ~825 acres from 
Cantil Commons grazing 
allotment and agricultural 
use 
Remove access and 
staging areas along 1.59 
miles on north side of 
Brown Road 

Remove ~1,076.8 acres 
from Cantil Commons 
grazing allotment and 
agricultural use 
Remove access and 
staging areas along 1.59 
miles on south side of 
Brown Road 

Remove ~1,775.7 acres 
from Cantil Commons 
grazing allotment and 
agricultural use 
Remove access and 
staging areas along 1.59 
miles of Brown Road 

No impact 

Increase use or require 
expansion of existing 
recreational facilities 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact 
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Impact 
Would the project: 

Alternative 1 
Proposed Project 

(250MW) 

Alternative 2 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 

Alternative 3 
Southern Unit 

(104 MW) 

Alternative 4 
Original Proposed 
Project (250MW) 

Alternative 5 
No Action/No 

Project** 
Disrupt activities in 
established recreation 
or wilderness areas 

Loss of established 
recreational sites 
Degrade dark sky 
conditions 
Loss of 4 miles of 
established routes/trails 
Temporary loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.25 miles of Brown 
Rd. 
Permanent loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.59 mi on both sides 
of Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of public 
access to EP0222, south of 
Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of 
unlimited access to four 
miles along Brown Rd 
during project construction 
Continued casual use of 
decommissioned portions 
of routes/trails following 
rehabilitation, until area is 
reclaimed by the desert 
Temporary interference 
with access to EP0236, 
EP02265, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (B) 

Degrade dark sky 
conditions 
Loss of 1.5 miles of 
established routes/trails 
Temporary loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.25 miles of Brown 
Rd. 
Permanent loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.59 mi on north side 
of Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of 
unlimited access to four 
miles along Brown Rd 
during project construction 
Continued casual use of 
decommissioned portions 
of routes/trails following 
rehabilitation, until area is 
reclaimed by the desert 
Temporary interference 
with access to EP0236, 
EP02265, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (B) 

Loss of established 
recreational sites 
Degrade dark sky 
conditions 
Loss of 3-1/2 miles of 
established routes/trails 
Temporary loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.25 miles of Brown 
Rd. 
Permanent loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.59 mi on south side 
of Brown Rd. and 0.5 mi on 
north side. 
Temporary loss of public 
access to EP0222, south of 
Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of 
unlimited access to four 
miles along Brown Rd 
during project construction 
Continued casual use of 
decommissioned portions 
of routes/trails following 
rehabilitation, until area is 
reclaimed by the desert 
Temporary interference 
with access to EP0236, 
EP02265, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (B) 

Loss of established 
recreational sites 
Degrade dark sky 
conditions 
Loss of 4 miles of 
established routes/trails 
Temporary loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.25 miles of Brown 
Rd. 
Permanent loss of access 
to parking/staging areas 
along 1.59 mi on both 
sides of Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of public 
access to EP0222, south 
of Brown Rd. 
Temporary loss of 
unlimited access to four 
miles along Brown Rd 
during project construction 
Continued casual use of 
decommissioned portions 
of routes/trails following 
rehabilitation, until area is 
reclaimed by the desert 
Temporary interference 
with access to EP0236, 
EP02265, and unnamed 
routes (A) and (B) 

No impact 
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Impact 
Would the project: 

Alternative 1 
Proposed Project 

(250MW) 

Alternative 2 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 

Alternative 3 
Southern Unit 

(104 MW) 

Alternative 4 
Original Proposed 
Project (250MW) 

Alternative 5 
No Action/No 

Project** 
Reduce important 
resource values of 
recreational facilities or 
wilderness areas 

Substantially reduce 
biological resource values 
of area (desert tortoise; 
genetic diversity of MGS) 
Substantially reduce the 
visual quality and character 
of the area 

Substantially reduce 
biological resource values 
of area (desert tortoise; 
genetic diversity of MGS) 
Substantially reduce the 
visual quality and character 
of the area 

Substantially reduce 
biological resource values 
of area (desert tortoise; 
genetic diversity of MGS) 
Substantially reduce the 
visual quality and character 
of the area 

Substantially reduce 
biological resource values 
of area (desert tortoise; 
genetic diversity of MGS) 
Substantially reduce the 
visual quality and 
character of the area 

No impact 

Affect qualities or 
change the 
characteristics of a 
wilderness area or 
study area 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact 

Divide an established 
community  

Minor impact to access 
to/from private land 
holdings to Brown Rd. 

Minor impact to access 
to/from private land 
holdings to Brown Rd. 

Minor impact to access 
to/from private land 
holdings to Brown Rd. 

Minor impact to access 
to/from private land 
holdings to Brown Rd. 

No impact 

Disrupt an existing or 
approved land use 

Impact to natural resource 
uses (desert tortoise 
habitat and MGSCA; see 
Biological Resources) 
Disrupt use of significant 
Native American sacred 
trails 
Create potential aviation 
hazard to sailplanes 
overflying thermal plume 
Permanent loss of project 
footprint for future 
recreational and natural 
resource uses 

Impact to natural resource 
uses (desert tortoise 
habitat; see Biological 
Resources) 
Create potential aviation 
hazard to sailplanes 
overflying thermal plume 
Permanent loss of project 
footprint for future 
recreational and natural 
resource uses 

Impact to natural resource 
uses (MGSCA; see 
Biological Resources) 
Disrupt use of significant 
Native American sacred 
trails 
Create potential aviation 
hazard to sailplanes 
overflying thermal plume 
Permanent loss of project 
footprint for future 
recreational and natural 
resource uses 

Impact to natural resource 
uses (desert tortoise 
habitat and MGSCA; see 
Biological Resources) 
Disrupt use of significant 
Native American sacred 
trails 
Create potential aviation 
hazard to sailplanes 
overflying thermal plume 
Permanent loss of project 
footprint for future 
recreational and natural 
resource uses 

No impact 
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Impact 
Would the project: 

Alternative 1 
Proposed Project 

(250MW) 

Alternative 2 
Northern Unit 

(146 MW) 

Alternative 3 
Southern Unit 

(104 MW) 

Alternative 4 
Original Proposed 
Project (250MW) 

Alternative 5 
No Action/No 

Project** 
Induce population 
growth in the area 

Possible increase in 
development along 
proposed waterline 
alignment  

Possible increase in 
development along 
proposed waterline 
alignment 

Possible increase in 
development along 
proposed waterline 
alignment 

Possible increase in 
development along 
proposed waterline 
alignment 

No impact 

Comply with all 
applicable local, state, 
and federal LORS 

No impact, with 
amendment to the CDCA 

No impact, with 
amendment to the CDCA 

No impact, with 
amendment to the CDCA 

No impact, with 
amendment to the CDCA 

No impact 

Contribute to 
cumulatively 
considerable impacts, 
when considered with 
past, present, and 
foreseeable future 
projects 

No impact No impact No impact No impact No impact 

Ranking of 
Alternatives*** 

(3) (2) (4) (5) (1) 

* Residual impacts after full implementation of Conditions of Certification LAND 1 through LAND-8 
**All No Project/No Action alternatives assume that the RSPP project would not be built on the proposed site 
***Does not include Alternatives 6a and 6b 
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C.5.5 PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION/MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Should the Energy Commission approve the project and the BLM approve the ROW, 
the following measures are recommended as conditions of certification and approval. 

LAND-1 The project owner shall realign EP0222 (SCE transmission line access road), 
consistent with the proposed SCE transmission line reroute. The 
decommissioned portion of the route shall be remediated to desert conditions, 
consistent with BLM requirements. The new route segment shall be 
constructed consistent with existing route conditions, along with any signage 
necessary for public safety, as determined by BLM and Southern California 
Edison (SCE). Upon completion, the new route segment shall remain open to 
public use. The project owner shall provide appropriate bonding or other 
assurances to ensure rehabilitation of the identified decommissioned access 
route would be provided by the project owner.  

Verification: Within 90 days prior to completion of the rerouting of the SCE 
transmission lines and construction of the new maintenance access road segment, the 
project manager shall provide a closure and rehabilitation plan for the decommissioned 
route segment to BLM for review and comment, and to the CPM for review and 
approval. 

Within 90 days following the completion of rehabilitation, the project owner shall provide 
photo/videotape documentation to BLM and the CPM that the identified route has been 
removed and the area remediated. If a maintenance plan is included in the closure and 
rehabilitation plan, reports of the success of the rehabilitation process shall be included 
with the annual report to the CPM. 

LAND-2 The project owner shall close or block all designated routes and casual trails 
that would dead-end at the project fenceline, once the fencing is in place, 
from the project fenceline to the first intersection of an existing through trail 
outside the project boundaries (see Figure C.5-8). All route/trail removal and 
rehabilitation shall be consistent with the criteria developed by BLM civil 
engineering staff, and shall be completed in a manner that would effectively 
eliminate motorized vehicle use on that portion of said routes/trails. Disturbed 
areas of trail alignment shall be remediated to desert conditions within 180 
days or as approved by BLM and the CPM. The project owner shall provide 
for appropriate bonding or other assurances to ensure closure and 
rehabilitation of the identified routes/trails. 

Verification: Within 90 days following completion of construction of the project site 
fencing, the project owner shall submit a decommissioning plan focused on removal and 
rehabilitation of the identified roads/trails, to BLM for review and comment, and to the 
CPM for review and approval. 

Rehabilitation of the trails outside the project fenceline, consistent with the approved 
plan, shall be completed within 180 days of completion of any construction work that 
could impact success of the rehabilitation process. Within 30 days following the 
completion of rehabilitation, the project owner shall provide photo/videotape 
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documentation to BLM and the CPM that the identified OHV roads/trails have been 
removed and the area remediated. If a maintenance plan is included in the closure and 
rehabilitation plan, reports of the success of the rehabilitation process shall be included 
with the annual report to the CPM.  

LAND-3 The project owner shall avoid impacts to all trails outside the proposed project 
footprint during construction, including the two existing trails within the El 
Paso Wash and box culvert crossing connectivity beneath Brown Road, to the 
extent feasible. Trails within the original ROW, but expected to be outside the 
final project footprint (except as identified in Land-2 above), shall be 
documented prior to the start of construction and repaired to pre-project 
condition, pursuant to BLM requirements, as follows: 

• Documentation of the pre-construction condition of above identified 
roads/trails from the Brown Road encroachment to the destination or 
project boundaries. Prior to the start of site mobilization, the project owner 
shall provide photographs or videotape of the identified roads/trails to the 
CPM. 

• Provide for appropriate bonding or other assurances to ensure that any 
damage to identified roads/trails due to construction activities will be 
remedied by the project owner; and 

• Reconstruction of portions of identified roads/trails (except as identified in 
LAND- 2 above) that are damaged by project construction to pre-project 
condition. 

Verification: At least 90 days prior to the start of site mobilization, the project owner 
shall submit a mitigation plan focused on restoring the BLM-identified roads/trails to 
their pre-project condition for review and comment to BLM and the CPM for review and 
approval. 

Repairs to the trails, consistent with the approved plan, shall be completed within 180 
days from completion of project construction. Within 90 days following the completion of 
repairs, the project owner shall provide photo/videotape documentation to BLM and the 
CPM that the damaged sections of the identified OHV roads/trails have been restored to 
their pre-project condition. 

LAND-4 The project owner shall improve the existing trail along the former Southern 
Pacific Railroad ROW, south from its intersection with Brown Road, for 
approximately three miles, to the intersection with BLM-designated trails 
EP0421, 0429, and 0440, as necessary to accommodate year-round, non-
motorized use. The project owner shall coordinate closely with BLM and CPM 
to identify necessary trail repairs and consistency with BLM trail construction 
standards and BMPs, and to obtain any necessary permit or ROW for 
construction. At a minimum, the project owner shall improve the existing trail 
to all-weather standards and a width of approximately eight feet wide, 
consistent with shared use requirements; and shall repair, upgrade, and/or 
replace existing raised berms, bridges, and stormwater conveyances and 
construct new facilities as necessary to maintain continuity and safety for the 
length of the trail. The project owner shall also install an informational kiosk at 
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the trail’s Brown Road intersection, mileage markers at ½-mile increments, 
and an interpretive panel on the project at a viewing point along the trail.  In 
addition, the project owner shall provide annual trail maintenance for the life 
of the project. Appropriate bonding or other assurances to ensure trail 
construction and maintenance shall also be provided by the project owner.  

Verification: Within 120 days prior to the closure of the powerline access road 
(EP0222) to public access during transmission line and road realignment, the project 
owner shall submit a construction plan for an all-weather, year-round trail along the 
existing decommissioned railroad ROW south, from its intersection with Brown Road, 
for approximately three miles, to the intersection with BLM-designated trails EP0421, 
0429, and 0440, to BLM for review and comment, and to the CPM for review and 
approval. Plans shall be consistent with BLM guidelines and trail construction BMPs. 
The trail shall be, at a minimum, eight feet wide, unless prescribed by terrain, with 
mileage markers at ½-mile increments, an informational panel at the trail’s Brown Road 
intersection, and an interpretive panel with information regarding the project at a viewing 
point along the trail. 

Once approved, trail construction shall begin at least 90 days prior to the temporary 
closure of EP0222 and shall be completed no later than 30 days following closure of 
EP0222 for realignment and transmission line construction. Within 30 days following the 
completion of trail construction, the project owner shall provide photo/videotape 
documentation to BLM and the CPM that the trail is completed, consistent with the 
approved construction plan, and shall post the appropriate bond to ensure continued 
trail maintenance during the life of the project. 

LAND-5 The project owner shall construct a bicycle lane connecting to the existing 
bicycle path at the S. China Lake Blvd/Downs Rd. intersection and continuing 
south to S. China Lake Blvd/Hwy 395 intersection, within the existing S. China 
Lake Blvd. ROW. The path shall be constructed consistent with 
Ridgecrest/Kern County existing bicycle lanes and the Highway Design 
Manual, Chapter 1000 Bikeway Planning and Design. The project owner shall 
apply and receive approval of the applicable encroachment permit/franchise 
agreement(s) with Kern County and City of Ridgecrest for use of the ROW, in 
conjunction with approval for installation of the proposed waterline within the 
same ROWs, and shall comply with Kern County and City of Ridgecrest 
limitations for encroachment(s) into public rights-of-way. The project owner 
shall provide design plans and other required information, as specified by 
Kern County and City of Ridgecrest for similar projects, to Kern County and 
City of Ridgecrest Planning Departments for review, and to the CPM for 
review and approval, prior to the start of construction. Following completion, 
the bicycle path shall become the property of Kern County or the City of 
Ridgecrest, consistent with existing jurisdiction. 

Note: Any construction outside the existing Kern County/City of Ridgecrest 
ROWs onto BLM land shall require an additional ROW from BLM prior to the 
start of any construction. 

Verification: At least 90 days prior to the start of waterline/bicycle path construction, 
the project owner shall submit design plans and any applicable application(s) for permits 
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or franchise agreement to Kern County, the City of Ridgecrest, and CPM for review and 
approval. 

At least 30 days prior to the start of waterline/bike path construction, the project owner 
shall provide copies of all encroachment permits and/or franchise agreements with Kern 
County and/or the City of Ridgecrest for use of the S. China Lake Blvd. ROW for bicycle 
path construction. The project owner shall also provide copies of any correspondence 
from Kern County or the City of Ridgecrest regarding permitting or construction of the 
proposed bike path to the CPM within 10 days of receipt or with the Monthly 
Compliance Report, whichever occurs first.  

LAND-6 The project owner shall construct a temporary bicycle/pedestrian trail 
(alternative access) along and parallel to Brown Road, from the Hwy 
395/Brown Road intersection to one-quarter mile beyond the farthest 
construction access point on Brown Road. The path shall provide a stable, all-
weather, pedestrian/bicycle-friendly surface, but shall not be paved. It shall be 
available at least 10 days prior to the start of site preparation and construction 
and removed following start of plant operations. 

The project owner shall apply and receive approval of the applicable 
encroachment permit/franchise agreement(s) with Kern County and for use of 
the road ROW, if applicable, and shall comply with Kern County limitations for 
encroachment(s) into public rights-of-way. The project owner shall provide 
design plans and other required information, as specified by Kern County for 
similar projects, to the Kern County Planning Department for review, and to 
the CPM for review and approval, prior to the start of construction. 

Note: Any construction outside the existing Kern County road ROW or BLM 
project ROW onto BLM land or private property shall require an additional 
ROW from BLM or permission from the landowner prior to the start of any 
construction. 

Verification: At least 90 days prior to the start of site preparation or construction, the 
project owner shall submit design plans and any applicable application(s) for permits or 
franchise agreement to Kern County and CPM for review and approval. 

At least 30 days prior to the start of path construction, the project owner shall provide 
copies of all encroachment permits and/or franchise agreements with Kern County for 
use of the Brown Road ROW for bicycle path construction. The project owner shall also 
provide copies of any correspondence from Kern County regarding permitting or 
construction of the proposed bike path to the CPM within 10 days of receipt or with the 
Monthly Compliance Report, whichever occurs first. 

LAND-7 The project owner shall modify the project’s equipment and radio frequency 
use as necessary to avoid interference with Department of Defense (DOD) 
military activities, in consultation with the DOD R-2508 Complex Sustainability 
Office. DOD recommendations, including substitution or modification of 
equipment or operations, shall be fully implemented prior to or in conjunction 
with the installation and operation of electronic systems that could result in 
frequency interference. Prior to the start of operations, the project owner shall 



LAND USE, RECREATION,   
AND WILDERNESS C.5-78 March 2010 

provide, to the CPM, written confirmation from DOD that the frequency 
spectrum usage for the project, as modified, would not interfere with DOD 
activities. 

Verification: At least 90 days prior to the scheduled installation of any equipment 
capable of producing frequencies that could interfere with DOD operations, the project 
operator shall consult directly with the DOD R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office and 
provide details of said equipment to the DOD staff and CPM for evaluation. The project 
owner shall provide complete information concerning any intended changes to 
previously approved equipment, project design, or operational procedures; and all 
correspondence between the project owner, facilities personnel, and DOD 
representatives to the CPM for review and approval at least 30 days prior to any 
scheduled equipment installation date or start of operations, whichever occurs first. 
DOD recommendations, including substitution or modification of equipment or 
operations, shall be fully implemented prior to or in conjunction with the installation of 
electronic systems that could result in frequency interference. Copies of any additional 
correspondence shall be provided to the CPM within 10 days of receipt. The project 
owner shall provide written verification from DOD to the CPM that the frequency 
spectrum usage, as modified, would not interfere with DOD activities and that all 
equipment, installation, and operational procedures comply with DOD requirements at 
least 10 days prior to the start of operations. 

LAND 8 The project owner shall obtain a Right-of-Way Grant (ROW Grant) from the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), encompassing the complete project 
footprint, including established fenceline buffer areas, access roads, and 
associated utility and transmission line alignments and corridors. An approved 
Plan of Development shall be made a part of the right-of-way grant. Any 
relocation, additional construction, or use that is not in accord with the 
approved Plan(s) of Development and Energy Commission licensing and 
certification requirements shall not be initiated without the prior written 
approval of BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM.   

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the start of construction and prior to any Notice 
to Proceed with construction issued by BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM, the 
project owner shall provide BLM’s Authorized Officer and the CPM with documentation 
of the following: 
A. BLM's ROW Grant and final approved Plan of Development; 

B. The bond satisfactory to BLM's Authorized Officer; 

C. Certification that the project owner acknowledges  that the project’s development 
and all related construction, operation, maintenance, and closure activities shall be 
conducted in conformance with the approved Plan of Development and Energy 
Commission licensing requirements, and within the approved ROW boundaries for 
the life of the project. 
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C.5.12 CONCLUSIONS 

Energy Commission staff has determined the following, based on analyses cited in 
other sections of this document and consideration of the uses, land use designations for 
the project site and surrounding locations, and applicable land use laws, regulations, 
ordinances, and standards:  
1. The proposed project area is located on public land (federal land) administered by 

the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), except for the proposed waterline 
alignment along S. China Lake Blvd. and Brown Road.  

2. The proposed project is within the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) 
Plan area. The project area is in the Unclassified and “Multiple-Use Class L” land 
use categories, except the waterline alignment, which would be within the Kern 
County road ROWs. The Unclassified land use category allows electrical generation 
plants in accordance with federal, state, and local laws subject to approval of a 
CDCA Plan Amendment by the BLM; Class L also allows electrical generation 
plants, subject to conformance with all NEPA requirements. 

3. The proposed project and the proposed overhead transmission line route require 
the BLM’s approval of an Amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area 
Plan and issuance of a Right of Way grant. With the BLM’s approval, the project 
would be consistent with the CDCA Plan.  

4. The proposed project would be consistent with all other applicable LORS with 
implementation of LAND-5 through LAND-7. 

5. The proposed project would not result in the conversion of Farmland or forest land 
to non-agricultural uses. It also would not conflict with any agricultural zoning or 
existing Williamson Act contracts. 

6. The project is not located in or adjacent to a designated federal wilderness area or 
wilderness study area, nor would it impact wilderness area resources or qualities. 

7. The project would disrupt activities agricultural activities on established federal 
rangelands, resulting in a loss of approximately 2,000 acres of grazing land within 
the Cantil Commons grazing allotment and some loss of staging areas and access 
for permittees using that allotment. However, the allotment encompasses over 
200,000 acres and there are sufficient alternative staging and access areas in other 
accessible locations, so the loss would not be considered substantial or significant. 

8. The proposed project would not conflict with a habitat conservation plan approved 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, or a natural community conservation plan 
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game. It would, however, have 
a significant, potentially immitigable impact on the Mojave Ground Squirrel 
Conservation Area, as identified in the CDCA, West Mojave Plan, and identified 
Desert Tortoise habitat. (See BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.) 

9. The proposed project would have no significant impact on existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities. 
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10. The proposed project would directly and indirectly disrupt activities in an 
established federal recreation area. However, full implementation of conditions of 
certification LAND-1 through LAND-6 would substantially reduce these impacts (to 
a less than significant level under CEQA). 

11. The project would substantially reduce the scenic and biological resource value of a 
federal recreation facility (see #7 above). 

12. The proposed project does not divide the physical arrangement of an established 
community. 

13. Impacts to existing land uses would be less than significant under CEQA, consisting 
of temporary inconveniences during the construction process. 

14. The project is incompatible with existing natural resource uses and scenic character 
of the proposed project site and surrounding area. These impacts are considered 
substantial (significant under CEQA) and may not be mitigable. (See #7 above.) 
Loss of the land within the project footprint for future recreational, agricultural, or 
natural resource use is unavoidable. 

15. The project would present a potential hazard to sailplanes using the airspace above 
the project and eliminate many of the existing recreational uses. However, full 
implementation of conditions of certification would significantly reduce the potential 
impacts (to a less than significant level under CEQA). 

16. The project may contribute to increased development adjacent to the proposed 
waterline alignment along S. China Lake Blvd., as public water becomes available 
to that area. However, the increase in population would not be considerable or 
significantly contribute to growth. Less than significant under CEQA. 

17. The potential CEQA impacts associated with “Land Use and Planning,” “Agriculture 
and Forest Resources” and “Wilderness and Recreation” with the implementation of 
Alternatives 2-5 are anticipated to be similar to the proposed project.  

18. Impacts associated with the proposed project or other alternatives would not, with 
full implementation of the applicable conditions of approval, contribute significantly 
to any cumulative land use or recreation impacts.    
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
SOURCE: BLM 2010(b); http://www.geocommunicator.gov/blmMap/Map.jsp?MAP=LAND

LA
N

D
 U

S
E

M
A

R
C

H
 2010

LAND USE- FIGURE C.5-1
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Cantil Common Rangeland Grazing Allotment

Project Site



CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
SOURCE: City of Ridgecrest Parks and Recreation Plan Figure 7-1 (COR 2010(a), p.7-15)

LAND USE - FIGURE C.5-2
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - City of Ridgecrest Parks and Recreational Venues
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
      SOURCE: Earl Wilson, President - China Lake Astronomical Society (CLAS) 
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LAND USE - FIGURE C.5-3
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Vicinity Aerial Map of CLAS Star Party Location Within RSPP Site Boundaries



CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
      SOURCE: Earl Wilson, President - China Lake Astronomical Society (CLAS) 
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LAND USE - FIGURE C.5-4
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Close-up Aerial View of CLAS Star Party Location Within RSPP Site Boundaries
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LAND USE - FIGURE C.5-5
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Public Land Motorized Vehicle Access Network
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LAND USE- FIGURE C.5-6
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Existing Designated, Established, and Casual Use Trails
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION - SITING, TRANSMISSION AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION, MARCH 2010
         SOURCE: KERN 2010 
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LAND USE - FIGURE C.5-7
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Kern County General Plan Land Use Designation of Non-Jurisdictional Lands
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LAND USE- FIGURE C.5-8
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project - Alternations to Designated OHV Routes and Casual Trails
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